The Making of the University of Michigan by Duderstadt, James J.

The Making of 
The University of Michigan
1817 - 1996
By Howard H. Peckham
Chapter 16
Preparing for the 21st Century
By James J. Duderstadt
© The Millennium Project, The University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan
1998
Preface
Howard H. Peckham’s book, The Making of the University of Michigan, was first 
published to celebrate the 150th anniversary of the University of Michigan in 
1967. Organized by chapters describing the era of each president of the University, 
from Henry Philip Tappan to Harlan Hatcher, the book became a popular source 
of information concerning the University’s history to students, faculty, alumni, 
and friends of the University. To celebrate the 175th anniversary of the University 
twenty-five years later, the University’s History and Tradition Committee com-
missioned Professor Nicholas Steneck and Dr. Margaret Steneck to revise and up-
date Peckham’s history, adding chapters on the presidencies of Robben F. Fleming 
and Harold T. Shapiro, adding numerous illustrations to the text, and revising 
somewhat the earlier draft.
In part as an effort to pull together and organize my own experiences as presi-
dent, during the late 1990s I drafted a chapter on “the Duderstadt era” from an au-
tobiographical perspective using the Peckham style. Although this might appear 
to some as adopting the perspective of Winston Churchill who once stated that 
“History will be kind to me for I intend to write it!”, my rationale was to use the 
Peckham approach both to understand my tenure and to shape a more ambitious 
autobiographical project, The View from the Helm, published in 2007.
As the University now prepares to celebrate its 200th anniversary in 2017, it 
is important to further update the “Peckham Histories” by adding chapters con-
cerning the eras of later presidents. Although I believe it important that such up-
dates of the Peckham histories should be provided by independent authors, it oc-
curred to me that my personal perspective written in the early years following my 
presidential service might be useful material for a more critical examination of the 
period. Hence this autobiographical approach to “Chapter 16: Preparing for the 
21st Century” of Peckham’s book has been made available in a very limited print-
ing, although it should be stressed that it was intended initially for the dustbin of 
history!
James J. Duderstadt
Ann Arbor

1Inauguration Day, October 4, 1988, 
dawned as one of those extraordinary fall 
days that bring back Michigan memories. 
The sky was a brilliant blue, and the yellows 
and reds of the fall colors provided the perfect 
setting for the academic procession march-
ing across the Ingalls Mall to Hill Auditori-
um.  Academic leaders came from across the 
nation to participate in the inauguration of 
James Johnson Duderstadt as the llth presi-
dent of the University.  The Baird Carillon in 
Burton Tower rang out with familiar music–
including “The Whiffenpoof Song” to recog-
nize Duderstadt’s alma mater, Yale.
The timing of the inauguration was ap-
propriate.  Earlier in the week, the Rackham 
School of Graduate Studies had celebrated its 50th year with a symposium on 
the University’s impact on graduate and professional education.  The next day, 
Michigan would beat its traditional rival, Michigan State, in a season that would 
end in a Big Ten Championship and a victory over USC in the Rose Bowl.  And, in 
a most fitting display of irreverence–at least for Michigan–a small group of activ-
ists staged a protest outside the entrance of Hill Auditorium on an array of issues 
that have long since faded into the obscurity of the 1960s antecedents.  Indeed, one 
student in the platform group even joined in the festivities by displaying a sign 
proclaiming that “Duderstadt is illegal!”, an allegation that echoed the contention 
by several newspapers that the Regents had violated the Open Meetings Act by 
conducting a confidential search for a president, as the University had done for 
every previous leader.
Duderstadt’s inauguration address laid out clearly the themes of his vision 
for the University that would guide his presidency:  the extraordinary challenges, 
responsibilities, and opportunities that the University would face in the decade 
ahead as a leader of higher education, and the degree to which it would have to 
change to serve a world being transformed by knowledge, globalization, and di-
versity.
Chapter 16
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2Preamble
Like Harold and Vivian Shapiro, Jim and Anne Duderstadt had spent their 
entire careers at Michigan.  The Duderstadts were fond of observing that they had 
left Pasadena, California, on a warm, sunny day in December, 1968, only to arrive 
in sub-zero, blizzard conditions in Ann Arbor.  While the climatic shock in mov-
ing from California to Michigan was severe, the Duderstadts found their warmth 
in the people of Michigan, and they became deeply committed to the University 
and the state.  During their 20 years at Michigan, both of the Duderstadts had 
served the University in almost every conceivable way–except, of course, as the 
first family.
After graduating summa cum laude from Yale in 1964 and then receiving a 
Ph.D. in engineering science and physics three years later from Caltech, Jim Dud-
erstadt moved to Ann Arbor with his wife and family to join the University com-
munity in late 1968.  Duderstadt rose rapidly through the ranks to become profes-
sor of nuclear engineering in 1976 and then Dean of the College of Engineering 
in 1981, at the age of 37.  He had developed a strong reputation as both a scientist 
and a faculty member, receiv-
ing essentially every major 
national award for excellence 
in research, teaching, and 
public service–including the 
President’s National Medal of 
Technology (he was the only 
Michigan faculty member to 
have ever been so honored). 
He also was actively involved 
in national science policy, and 
he was appointed by both 
The Presidential Inauguration Procession - 1988
Dean of Engineering
3Presidents Reagan and Bush 
to serve on the National Sci-
ence Board throughout the 
1980s; he chaired the Board 
during the 1990s.  Hence, he 
was able to bring the unique 
perspective–and credibility–
of an internationally known 
teacher, scholar, and science 
policy leader to his various 
administrative roles at the 
University.
During his brief five-year 
tenure as Dean, Duderstadt 
and a team of younger faculty leaders–including Charles Vest, who would later 
become president of MIT; Dan Atkins, later founder and dean of Michigan’s new 
School of Information; and Scott Fogler, a prominent engineering educator–reju-
venated the College of Engineering.  Together they completed the 30-year-long 
effort to move the College to the North Campus, recruited over 140 new faculty 
members, and boosted the reputation of its academic programs to 5th in the na-
tion.  Although the University had never before in its history looked to Engineer-
ing for an executive officer, in 1986 Harold Shapiro asked Duderstadt to succeed 
Billy Frye as Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs of the University. 
Key in this assignment was the opportunity to lead an ambitious strategic plan-
ning process that would define the future directions of the University as it pre-
pared to enter a new century.
Duderstadt brought the same energy, excitement, and confidence about the fu-
ture to his role as Provost that he had used to rebuild the College of Engineering. 
Within a few months he had not only launched a major set of planning activities 
involving every school and college of the University, but he had also launched a se-
ries of initiatives that would later define his presidency:  a major effort to increase 
the racial diversity of the campus community, a series of initiatives designed to 
improve the undergraduate 
experience, an aggressive plan 
to restore the University’s fi-
nancial strength and to im-
prove its capital facilities, a 
far-reaching effort to achieve 
leadership in the use of infor-
mation technology, efforts to 
rebuild the natural sciences, 
and the restructuring of sev-
eral key professional schools 
(including Dentistry, Library 
Provost of the University
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4Science, and Education).  At the same time, his wife, Anne–a past president of the 
Faculty Women’s Club who had been involved in a broad range of campus activi-
ties–designed and launched a similarly wide array of events for students, faculty, 
and staff to draw together the campus community.
However, Duderstadt was not to remain in the role of Provost for long.  Within 
six months after he assumed the post, Harold Shapiro departed for a well-de-
served sabbatical in England, leaving Duderstadt to serve as Acting President in 
addition to maintaining his role as Provost.  Then, shortly after returing from 
his sabbatical leave, Shapiro announced his intention to accept the presidency at 
Princeton.  This meant that, in effect, Duderstadt had to play the combined roles 
of Provost, Acting President, and “behind the scenes” president (working closely 
with Robben Fleming as Interim President) until June, 1988, when he was selected 
by the Regents to succeed Shapiro.  During this interim period, the University con-
tinued to make great progress along a number of fronts.  Furthermore, through 
this array of leadership roles, Duderstadt rapidly developed a vision of where the 
University should head during the 1990s.  And it was this vision that he set out in 
his Inauguration Address in fall of 1988.
The New Agenda
In countless talks before the University’s extended family, including students 
and faculty on campus, alumni, state legislators, and more broadly, the citizens 
of Michigan, President Duderstadt described a future in which three crucial ele-
ments–knowledge, globalization, and diversity–would dominate.  Knowledge was 
becoming increasingly important as the key to growth and change.  Technological 
change was quickly breaking down barriers between nations and economies, pro-
ducing one interdependent global community that had to live and work together. 
As barriers disappeared, new groups entered the main stream of life–particularly 
in America, where isolation, intolerance, and separation had to give way to plural-
ism and diversity.  A new, dynamic world was emerging.  If the University wanted 
to maintain the leadership position it had enjoyed for close to two centuries, it not 
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5only had to adapt to changes 
in that world, but also had to 
lead the effort to define the 
very nature of the university 
for the century ahead.
Each of the presidents of 
the University seems to have 
been chosen for–or perhaps 
molded by–the challenges 
of the times.  The 1950s and 
1960s had been a time of dra-
matic growth, and Harlan 
Hatcher had led the great ex-
pansion of the University as it doubled in size and added two regional campuses. 
America had experienced great unrest in he late 1960s and 1970s, and Robben 
Fleming’s wise and experienced leadership had protected the University and its 
fundamental values during these difficult years.  While Harold Shapiro had po-
sitioned the University to adapt to a future of declining state support, his most 
important impact was in a different area.  As both Vice President for Academic Af-
fairs and then as President, Shapiro’s commitment to academic excellence was in-
tense and unrelenting.  Indeed, it is no exaggeration to state that during Shapiro’s 
era, the University first committed itself to serious academic excellence and then 
developed a determination to compete with the finest universities in America for 
the very best faculty, students, and programs.
But Duderstadt sought something beyond excellence.  He embraced the Uni-
versity’s heritage of leadership, first as it defined the nature of public higher edu-
cation in the late 19th century, and then again as it evolved into a comprehensive 
research university to serve the late 20th century.  Duderstadt became convinced 
that for the university to pursue a destiny of leadership for the 21st century, aca-
demic excellence in traditional terms, while necessary, was not sufficient.  Beyond 
this, true leadership would demand that the University would have to transform 
itself once again, to serve a rapidly changing society and a dramatically changed 
world.  And it was this combination of leadership and excellence that he offered as 
a vision and challenge to the University.  As Duderstadt put it, using words of the 
Michigan fight song, The Victors, the University should set its sights on becoming 
“the leaders and best” during the 1990s.  
The challenges to this vision of leadership were great.  Throughout the 1970s 
and 1980s, state support of the University had deteriorated to the point where it 
provided less than 20% of the University’s resource base.  The Ann Arbor cam-
pus, ranking as the nation’s largest with over 26 million square feet of space, was 
in desperate need of extensive renovation or replacement of inadequate facilities. 
Although the fund-raising efforts of the 1980s had been impressive, the Univer-
sity still lagged far behind most of its peers, with an endowment of only $250 M, 
clearly inadequate for the size and scope of the institution.  There were an array of 
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6other concerns, including the representation and role of women and minorities in 
the University community, campus safety, and student rights and responsibilities. 
So, too, the relationships between the University and its various external constit-
uencies–state government, federal government, the Ann Arbor community, the 
media, and the public-at-large–needed strengthening.  And all of these challenges 
would have to be met while addressing an unusually broad and deep turnover in 
University leadership, in which most executive officer, dean, and director posi-
tions throughout the institution would change.
Duderstadt moved rapidly to put together his leadership team.  With strong 
faculty support, Charles Vest was appointed as Provost (although, after only two 
years in the position he was tapped for the MIT presidency and succeeded by Gil-
bert Whitaker, Dean of the School of Business Administration).  Farris Womack 
was attracted from North Carolina to become Vice President and Chief Financial 
Officer. First Bill Kelly from Geology and then Homer Neal from Physics joined 
the team as Vice President for Research. Maureen Hartford was recruited from 
Washington State University to become Vice President for Student Affairs. Walt 
Harrison joined the University from the private sector as Vice President for Uni-
versity Relations while Dick Kennedy stayed on as Secretary and Vice President 
for Government Relations.  Finally, Blenda Wilson was recruited from Colorado to 
become Chancellor of UM-Dearborn while Charlie Nelms came from Indiana to 
assume the leadership role at UM-Flint.  Beyond these executive officer positions, 
new deans were selected and recruited to head most of the University’s schools 
and colleges.  Furthermore, other key leadership positions throughout the Univer-
sity attracted highly able people–e.g., first Jack Weidenbach and then Joe Roberson 
as Athletic Director, Elsa Cole as General Counsel, and Jackie McClain as Execu-
tive Director of Human Resources.  During the 1990s, Michigan was regarded 
throughout higher education as having one of the strongest leadership teams in 
the nation–as the rapid progress of the University soon was to make apparent.
The Executive Officer Leadership Team
7The Duderstadt leadership team was both action- and results-oriented. 
Hence, even as Duderstadt was setting the key themes that would characterize 
his leadership of the University, key initiatives were being launched to move the 
University in these directions.  One of the earliest such efforts was the Michigan 
Mandate, a bold, strategic effort to transform the University to enable it to more 
faithfully reflect the rich racial and ethnic diversity of American society among 
its students, faculty, and staff.  But, beyond this, the Michigan Mandate was based 
on the premise that academic excellence and quality education in an increasingly 
diverse world would demand that the University itself embrace diversity as one 
of its highest priorities.  Through an extraordinary series of actions, including the 
deployment of considerable resources, the University embarked on a course that 
would double the number of underrepresented minorities among its students, fac-
ulty, and staff during the early 1990s and rapidly place it in a position of leader-
ship in higher education in its effort to build a multicultural learning community.
Led by Provosts Vest and Whitaker and Vice President Womack, the Universi-
ty also launched a series of cost containment actions, including a major total qual-
ity management effort in the University Hospitals that, together with the comple-
tion of the new Adult General Hospital, was to position it as the most financially 
successful medical center in the nation during the 1990s.  A series of strategic 
efforts to improve both the environment and incentives for sponsored research, 
coupled with an aggressive federal relations effort in Washington, stimulated 
rapid growth in the University’s research grant activity.  During the next several 
years Michigan moved to national leadership in its success in attracting research 
grants.  And, even though the fund-raising campaign of the 1980s had just ended 
in 1987 with the completion of its $180 million goal, the Duderstadt administration 
quietly prepared to launch a new campaign in the 1990s that would aim at raising 
$1 billion–an amount unprecedented for public higher education and matched by 
only three private universities.
The first year was an exceptionally active one.  Duderstadt’s inauguration was 
only one of many high-visibility events for the University.  The Graduate School’s 
50th year symposium provided an unusual opportunity for him to address the 
importance of intellectual change in higher education.  The football team won the 
Big Ten championship and then beat USC to win the Rose Bowl.  In the winter 
term CBS News broadcast its entire morning news program live from Ann Arbor, 
referring to the University as “an institution that simply competes in a different 
league than most of its peers in higher education”.  The men’s basketball team, led 
by interim coach Steve Fisher, won the NCAA championship.  The Alumni As-
sociation introduced the Duderstadts as the new first family of the University to 
thousands of alumni across the nation in a live television broadcast via satellite to 
over 50 cities. Duderstadt continued his themes of leadership and change in com-
mencement addresses at both Michigan and Caltech.
Of course, all was not calm.  There was still considerable activism on campus 
concerning racial issues, although Duderstadt’s swift and energetic launch of the 
Michigan Mandate rapidly began to rally support for this more positive agen-
8da.  Led in part by partisans of Wayne State and Michigan State, the Legislature 
launched another of its regular attacks on outstate enrollments at the University. 
And Governor James Blanchard attempted–unsuccessfully–to force the Univer-
sity to freeze its tuition levels even as he dropped state support further in an effort 
to salvage the Michigan Education Trust, a “pre-paid tuition plan” that was seri-
ously underpriced in order to gain political support.
Yet it was also clear that the University was building on the momentum of the 
Shapiro years, rapidly gaining strength and moving toward the compelling vision 
set out by Duderstadt.
Academic Programs
The quality of the various academic programs of the University is determined 
by many factors such as resource commitments and capital facilities, but none 
more critical than the quality of faculty and the standards applied in promotion 
and tenure.  Harold Shapiro set academic excellence as the highest priority of the 
University, and both as provost and president raised significantly the expecta-
tions for faculty quality.  Duderstadt continued this commitment, also as both 
provost and president, and the national rankings of the various academic and 
professional programs continued their upward climb.  By the mid-1990s, Michi-
gan had achieved rankings across the full range of undergraduate, graduate, and 
professional programs that were matched in academic quality by only a handful 
of peer institutions–notably Harvard, Stanford, and the University of California.
Of course, there is sometimes an ebb and flow in the fortunes of particular 
programs as University priorities shift in response to societal needs.  Consistent 
with the social themes of the times, the University placed great emphasis during 
the 1960s on the social sciences and professional schools such as Education, So-
cial Work, and Law.  The 1970s saw major emphasis on the health sciences, with 
large investments in Medicine, Dentistry, Nursing, Public Health, and Pharmacy–
culminating in the commitment to a major new University Hospital in 1978.  As 
both the state and the nation became concerned with issues such as economic 
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trial productivity in the early 
1980s, the University once 
again shifted priorities to fo-
cus on Engineering and Busi-
ness Administration.
Overlaid on these shifting 
priorities was the changing 
nature of University funding 
as state support continued to 
deteriorate throughout the 
1980s.  By the late 1980s, it had 
become apparent that the Col-
lege of Literature, Science, and 
Arts and, in particular, its un-
dergraduate programs, had suffered the most from the erosion of public support 
and the shifting priorities of the University.  But this was due in part to the sheer 
size of LS&A.  Whenever budget cuts were necessary, LS&A had to take a cut 
since it had the largest share of resources.  But, in part, this was also due to the 
trend in most large public universities in the post-war years to stress professional 
education–Business, Law, Engineering, and Medicine–rather than undergraduate 
education.
Hence, beginning as provost and then as president, Duderstadt set as firm 
priorities both restoring core support for both LS&A and improving the quality 
of undergraduate education.  During the early years of his administration, this 
was accomplished by providing additional operating funds as well as by launch-
ing special initiatives which benefited LS&A. These efforts included giving pri-
ority to rebuilding the natural sciences, providing additional funding designed 
to improve the quality of first year undergraduate education, and intiating spe-
cial salary programs for outstanding faculty.  However, in later years, Duderstadt 
went beyond this to launch an ambitious program to renovate or rebuild all of the 
buildings housing LS&A programs, which had deteriorated during the 1970s and 
1980s as the University had addressed other capital priorities such as the Replace-
ment Hospital Project. In the decade from 1985 to 1996, the University invested 
more than $350 million in capital facilities for LS&A, essentially rebuilding the 
entire Central Campus area.
Improving the quality of the undergraduate experience was a clear priority 
of the Duderstadt administration.  Early in his tenure, Duderstadt created the 
Undergraduate Initiative Fund to provide over $1 million per year of grants to 
faculty projects aimed at improving undergraduate education.  He built into the 
base budget $500,000 per year to methodically upgrade and maintain the quality 
of all classrooms on the Central Campus.  Major new student facilities were pro-
vided such as the Shapiro Undergraduate Library, the Angell-Haven Computer 
Center (then the largest student computer center in the nation), and, during his 
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last year, the Media Union on the North Campus (a spectacular facility dedicated 
to providing students with access to state-of-the-art technology in areas such as 
world-wide networks, multimedia, and virtual reality).  Strong incentives were 
also introduced for undergraduate teaching, such as a stress on teaching in faculty 
promotion and tenure decisions and the Thurnau Professorships for outstanding 
undergraduate teachers.
LS&A launched a major effort to improve the quality of its introductory cours-
es, and it received national acclaim for its efforts in areas such as chemistry, biol-
ogy, and mathematics.  The College introduced a broad array of seminar courses 
taught by senior faculty for first-year students.  And efforts were made to cre-
ate more learning experiences outside of the classroom through student research 
projects, community service, and special learning environments in the resident 
halls.  So, too, other schools such as Engineering, Business Administration, Art, 
and Nursing launched major efforts to improve undergraduate education.
Similar efforts aimed to improve the quality of graduate and professional 
education.  The School of Medicine completely restructured the medical curricu-
lum to provide students with clinical experience early in their studiess.  Business 
Administration redesigned its MBA program to stress teamwork and community 
service.  Engineering introduced new professional degrees at the masters and 
doctorate level to respond to the needs of industry for practice-oriented profes-
sionals.  The School of Dentistry underwent a particularly profound restructuring 
of its educational, research, and service programs.  The Institute for Public Policy 
Studies was restructured into a new School of Public Policy.  And the School of Li-
brary Science evolved into a new School of Information, developing entirely new 
academic programs in the management of knowledge resources.
The University’s professional schools continued to develop and offer high- 
quality continuing education programs.  Of particular note was the Executive 
Management Education of the Business School–ranked by some as the nation’s 
leading program–and an array of postgraduate professional education programs 
conducted by Medicine, Law, and Engineering.
Similar progress was seen on the two regional campuses of the University, 
with both a dramatic expansion in academic facilities and a broadening of aca-
demic programs to better respond to the needs of their regions.  
International education also received high priority during the Duderstadt 
years.  Following planning efforts led in the 1980s while Duderstadt was provost, 
a series of steps was taken to broaden and coordinate the University’s internation-
al activities.  Michigan joined its Big Ten colleagues as a member of the Midwest-
ern University Consortium for International Activities (MUCIA), the leading uni-
versity organization for international development.  The University also created a 
new International Institute to coordinate international programs and continued to 
expand its relationship with academic institutions abroad, with particular empha-
sis on Asia and Europe.  Of particular note were the distance learning efforts of 
the Business School, which used computer and telecommunications technology, 
along with corporate partnerships, to establish overseas campuses in Hong Kong, 
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Seoul, Paris, and London.
Yet, even as the Duderstadt administration placed new emphasis on education 
at the undergraduate, graduate, and professional school levels, it also substan-
tially strengthened the University’s research activity.  This was not surprising, 
in view of Duderstadt’s strong experience in research and his leadership of the 
National Science Board.  Major investments were made in the research capability 
of the University through new research facilities (e.g., three major medical science 
research buildings, new physics and chemistry laboratories, and a major expan-
sion of the laboratories of the College of Engineering).  
Further, the University’s government relations efforts in both Lansing and 
Washington intensified with the establishment of permanent offices and addi-
tional staff, as well as a strategic focus on key research initiatives.  The payoff 
was almost immediate: state government approved the Research Excellence Fund 
which channeled $10 million a year into research activities such as microelectron-
ics, robotics, and materials research.  Similarly, the University was far better posi-
tioned to compete effectively for major federal research grants, including the es-
tablishment of major national centers such as the NSF Center for Ultrafast Optics, 
the National Cancer Research Center, the Human Genome Project, and the many 
programs of the Institute for Social Research.  The University also became quite 
influential in national research policy through the efforts of Duderstadt, Homer 
Neal, Chuck Vest, and Farris Womack.
But most important of all was a series of strong incentives designed to encour-
age the efforts of faculty to seek sponsored research support.  By providing faculty 
with discretionary funding indexed to research grant support, subsidizing the 
cost of equipment and graduate research assistants, and providing aggressive cost 
sharing, the University stimulated a highly creative and entrepreneurial faculty 
to increase efforts to attract research support.  As a result, the University of Michi-
gan, which traditionally had ranked 7th nationally in the level of its sponsored 
research activity, overtook MIT and Stanford to be ranked 1st in the nation in 
this metric. Beyond the impact that such research had on society in areas such as 
genetic medicine, public policy reform, information technology, and humanistic 
studies, this dimension of University activity greatly added to the intellectual ex-
citement on campus and brought instructional programs to the cutting edge of the 
knowledge base.
Simultaneously with the effort to encourage faculty to seek grants, the Uni-
versity also moved to adopt a far more aggressive stance toward technology trans-
fer.  In the late 1980s it modified its intellectual property policies to provide more 
faculty incentives for transferring knowledge developed on the campus through 
patents, startup companies, and industrial partnerships.  Advisory groups were 
formed to assist in technology transfer and small business development.  The 
University also worked to build strong partnerships with private sector compa-
nies, for example, the partnership to develop the Internet with IBM and MCI, , the 
Fraunhofer Institute with the German government and local industry, and the 
Tauber Manufacturing Institute with a consortium of business partners.
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Diversity
As this book has noted, one of the most distinguishing characteristics of the 
University throughout its long history was its commitment, as stated by President 
Angell, to provide “an uncommon education for the common man”.  Michigan has 
long aspired to provide an education of the highest quality to all who had the abil-
ity to succeed and the will to achieve, regardless of gender, race, religious belief, 
nationality, and economic means.  Yet, despite this effort, many still suffered from 
social, cultural, and economic discrimination because of these characteristics. 
Hence, simply opening doors–providing access–was not enough to enable them 
to take advantage of the educational opportunities of the University.
To address this challenge, the University of Michigan began in the late 1980s 
to transform itself to bring all racial and ethnic groups more fully into the life of 
the University.  This process was guided by the Michigan Mandate, a strategic 
plan designed to respond more effectively to two of the principal challenges of the 
2lst century:  first, the fact that our nation was rapidly becoming more ethnically 
and racially pluralistic; and second, the growing interdependence of the global 
community, which called for greater knowledge, understanding, and appreciation 
of cultural diversity than ever before needed in our history.  Duderstadt, working 
closely with Professor Charles Moody, his new Vice Provost for Minority Affairs, 
Charles Moody, and a team of  experts on organizational change, assumed per-
sonal responsibility for the design, articulation, and implementation of the plan.
The purpose of the plan was to transform the university in such a way as to 
remove all institutional barriers to full participation in the life of the University 
and the educational opportunities it offered for peoples of all races, creeds, ethnic 
groups, and national origins.  But all involved recognized at the outset that the 
strategic plan was only a road map.  It set a direction and pointed to a destination, 
but the journey itself would be a long one and much of the landscape through 
which the University would travel was still to be discovered.  As the effort evolved, 
it attempted to deal with two themes that heretofore had appeared to be incom-
patible:  community and pluralism.  The goal of the effort was to strengthen every 
part of the University community by increasing, acknowledging, learning from, 
and celebrating the ever-increasing human diversity of the nation and the world.
In these efforts the University was committed to the long view, which would 
require patient and persistent leadership.  Progress would also require sustained 
vigilance and hard work as well as a great deal of help and support. The challenge 
was to persuade the community that there was a real stake for everyone in seizing 
the moment to chart a more diverse future, that the gains to be achieved would 
more than compensate for the necessary sacrifices.  
The specific initiatives designed to move toward the goals of the Michigan 
Mandate were as follows:
1. Faculty recruiting and development:  to substantially increase the number 
of tenure-track faculty in each underrepresented minority group; to increase 
the success of minority faculty in the achievement of professional fulfillment, 
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promotion, and tenure; to increase the number of underrepresented minority 
faculty in leadership positions.  
2. Student recruiting achievement and outreach:  to increase the number of 
entering underrepresented minority students as well as the total number 
of enrolled minority students; to establish and achieve specific minority 
enrollment targets in all schools and colleges; to increase minority graduation 
rates; to develop new programs to attract back to campus minority students 
who have withdrawn from its academic programs; and to design new and 
strengthen existing outreach programs that had demonstrable impact on the 
pool of minority applicants to undergraduate, graduate, and professional 
programs.  
3. Staff recruiting and development:  to focus on the achievement of affirmative 
action goals in all job categories; to increase the number of underrepresented 
minorities in key University leadership positions; to strengthen support 
systems for minority staff.
4. Improving the environment for diversity:  to foster a cultural and diverse 
environment; to significantly reduce the number of incidents of racism and 
prejudice on campus; to increase community-wide commitment to diversity 
and involvement in diversity initiatives among students, faculty, and staff; to 
broaden the base of diversity initiatives, for example, by including comparative 
perspectives drawn from international studies and experiences; to ensure the 
compatibility of University policies, procedures, and practice with the goal 
of a multicultural community; to improve communications and interactions 
with and among all groups; and to provide more opportunities for minorities 
to communicate their needs and experiences and to contribute directly to the 
change process.
Over the course of 1988 a series of carefully focused strategic actions were 
developed to move the University toward these objectives.  These strategic ac-
tions reflected the values and traditions of the University, an understanding of its 
unique culture, and imaginative and innovative thinking.  A good example of this 
approach was the Target of 
Opportunity faculty recruit-
ment program.  The central 
administration sent out the 
following message to the aca-
demic units:  be vigorous and 
creative in identifying minor-
ity teachers and scholars who 
can enrich the activities of 
your unit.  Do not be limited 
by concerns relating to nar-
row specialization; do not be 
concerned about the availabil- Introducing the Michigan Mandate
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ity of a faculty slot within the unit. The principal criterion for the recruitment of a 
minority faculty member is whether the individual can enhance the department. 
If so, the central administration would provide resources to recruit that person to 
the University of Michigan.  Such strategies removed many important academic 
barriers for minority recruitment. Those departments that were able to identify 
candidates rapidly discovered that their vitality increased as their numbers grew. 
The Target of Opportunity program was an example of idealism joining self-
interest; it also provided an example of breaking down the barriers.  Similar ini-
tiatives were established for the financial support of minority graduate students. 
Major research efforts were launched to understand better the key factors in fac-
ulty and student success.  Units–and their leaders–were held accountable for their 
success in increasing and sustaining the representation of minority students, fac-
ulty, and staff.  And the University took a series of highly visible actions, includ-
ing Duderstadts’s extensive on- and off-campus leadership, designating Martin 
Luther King’s birthday as a University day to celebrate and understand the impor-
tance of diversity, and awarding an honorary degree to Nelson Mandela.
The Michigan Mandate 
had a remarkable impact on 
the University.  During Dud-
erstadt’s tenure, the number 
of students of color doubled to 
over 8,000, (25% of the student 
body), with African Ameri-
can enrollment increasing to 
3,000 (10%).  Graduation rates 
of underrepresented minority 
students rose to the highest 
among public universities in 
America and became compa-
rable to those of the most selective private institutions.  Further, the Target of Op-
portunity program doubled the number of faculty of color, with success rates (as 
measured by tenure and promotion) comparable to those of majority faculty.  The 
University of Michigan became known as a national leader in embracing the im-
portance of diversity in education and taking actions to yield a truly multicultural 
learning community.
Drawing on this experience, in the early 1990s the University launched a 
second major initiative aimed at increasing diversity:  The Michigan Agenda for 
Women.  Like the Michigan Mandate, the vision was simple yet compelling:  that 
by the year 2000 the University would become the leader among American uni-
versities in promoting and achieving the success of women as faculty, students, 
and staff.  Duderstadt took a highly personal interest in this effort, meeting with 
hundreds of groups on and off campus to listen to their concerns and invite their 
participation in the initiative.  And again there was rapid and significant progress 
on many fronts for women students, faculty, and staff, including the appointment 
Students marching on MLK Day
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of a number of senior women 
faculty and administrators, 
improvement in campus safe-
ty, and improvement of fam-
ily care policies and child care 
resources.
The University also took 
steps to eliminate factors that 
prevented other groups from 
participating fully in its ac-
tivities.  For example, it ex-
tended its anti-discrimination 
policies to encompass sexual 
orientation, and it extended staff benefits and housing opportunities to same-sex 
couples (actions which were strongly supported on campus but drew the wrath 
of the religious right wing of the Republican party).  Massive investments were 
made in renovating University facilities to provide better access for the disabled.
Economic diversity had also been a long-standing goal of the University. 
Despite the necessity of rising tuition in the wake of deteriorating state support, 
Michigan maintained effective financial aid programs that preserved access to the 
University by students from all economic backgrounds.  This was demonstrated 
by the high admission yields for those in lower income groups, along with rising 
student retention rates.
Although the University’s efforts to achieve diversity received the strong sup-
port of most members of the University community and alumni, these efforts were 
not accomplished without considerable resistance.  In the mid-1990s the mood of 
the nation began to shift toward the right, and the University was attacked more 
frequently for its stances on issues such as affirmative action and gay rights. Dur-
ing the later years of Duderstadt’s tenure, even as other institutions such as the 
University of California were backing away from affirmative action programs, 
Duderstadt, with the staunch support of the campus community, publicly reaf-
firmed the University’s unwavering commitment to the Michigan Mandate and 
further strengthened the University’s status as a leader in higher education.  
These political forces began to affect the Board of Regents, resulting in the 
election of new conservatives that joined others on the Board who had opposed 
the University’s diversity efforts.  There was little doubt that Duderstadt’s deep 
commitment to diversity and his outspoken efforts to lead the University in this 
direction were not well received by several of the newer Regents, who preferred a 
far more conservative–and homogeneous–campus.
Discussions with women faculty
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Student Life
Michigan has long attracted an activist student body.  Indeed, in the 1880s, 
Harper’s referred to one of Michigan’s most interesting characteristics as “the lib-
eral spirit through which it conducts education”.  Michigan students have long 
driven much of the University’s agenda. Beyond that, they have frequently been 
the social conscience of the nation, as manifested, for example, in the Vietnam 
teach-ins, Earth Day, and the Black Action Movement.
This tradition of activism, 
while a source of great ener-
gy and excitement, also had 
its drawbacks–particularly 
when the issues and agendas 
were not sufficiently compel-
ling.  As the mood of the na-
tion shifted away from con-
frontation and dissent in the 
1980s, so too did the majority 
of Michigan’s student body 
become more conservative 
and detached from the agen-
das of various special interest 
groups.  As a result, the remaining activist elements of the student body became 
increasingly focused on narrow special interest agendas, even as the silent ma-
jority of students became more passive and focused instead on personal issues 
such as grades, social life, athletics...and job prospects!  Student government also 
reflected this trend, as only the more activist–indeed, radical–students would care 
passionately enough about particular issues to expend the energy to run for elect-
ed office.  The trend was also apparently, unfortunately, in the way administrators 
and faculty handled such student activism, treating it with benign neglect until it 
burst into a crisis.
This situation was further complicated by another hangover of the 1960s–the 
large number of staff in the student services area who had been members of this 
generation and who harbored as much distrust and disrespect for “the establish-
ment” as did the more activist students.  Indeed, it was not uncommon to find that 
many staff members were pot-stirring among the activist students, encouraging 
them to protest on various special interest agendas.
The Michigan student culture was stagnating, caught between those still 
trapped in the 1960s and those who had rejected student activism as irrelevant 
to their personal concerns. Key to changing this culture was the appointment 
of  Maureen Hartford as Vice President for Student Affairs.  Hartford came with 
extensive experience at other universities.  But, more significant, she came with 
a deep respect, concern, and love for students that was immediately obvious to 
those on the search committee that recommended her appointment.  During her 
Welcome to my office!
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first week on campus, she checked into the 
South Quad residence hall to spend several 
nights with students, learning more about 
their lives.  She rapidly gained the respect of 
even the most activist students.  Over time, 
she managed to stimulate a similar degree of 
respect for student concerns within the ad-
ministration and the faculty.  Within a few 
months it became clear that a sea change had 
occurred in the student culture, and there 
was a rapid growth of interest in student gov-
ernment among our academically strongest 
students. Yet despite the mutual respect and 
affection between Hartford and the student 
body, she faced several particular challenges 
in which her reputation for toughness would 
prove valuable.
The issues characterizing student activism in the late 1980s were common 
to those of most other campuses:  military research on campus, gay rights, and 
racism.  Yet Michigan had one additional issue that would have seemed almost 
absurd to other college campuses:  the heated controversy sparked by attempts 
to implement any policy for student discpline and campus safety.  One of the 
hangovers of the volatile days of the 1970s had been the elimination of a code of 
student conduct.  The elimination of this policy in 1974 had been intended only as 
a temporary lapse pending the development and adoption of a new code.  But stu-
dent government was given veto power over the process, and it had consistently 
exercised this power to prevent the development or adoption of a new disciplin-
ary policy.  As a result, the University had gone for almost 15 years without any of 
the student disciplinary policies present at every other college or university in the 
nation.  The only option available for student disciplinary action was to utilize an 
obscure Regents Bylaw that gave the president the authority to intervene person-
ally to handle each incident. The University knew that it was at some risk in the 
absence of such a student code–and, indeed, that it was out of compliance with 
federal laws that required such policies to govern areas such as substance abuse. 
But each time it atempted to develop a code, it was blocked by activist students.
There was yet another related issue that greatly concerned many students–but 
also provided protest opportunities to others who resented any authority:  cam-
pus safety.  For most of the University’s history, Ann Arbor had been a rather 
simple and safe residential community.  But as Southeastern Michigan evolved in 
the post-war era to a “metroplex” with intricate freeway networks linking com-
munities, Ann Arbor acquired more of an urban character, with all of the safety 
concerns plaguing any large city.  While many aspects of campus safety could 
be addressed through straightforward and noncontroversial actions, such as im-
proving lighting or placing security locks on residence hall entrances, one issue 
Maureen Hartford
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unique to the University proved to be more volatile:  the absence of a campus po-
lice force.  Unlike every other large university in America, the University had nev-
er developed its own campus police and instead had relied on community police 
and sheriff deputies. This had caused some difficulties in the activist days of the 
1960s when Sheriff Doug Harvey had adopted a highly confrontational approach 
to student unrest.  Throughout the 1980s, it became more and more evident that lo-
cal law enforcement authorities simply would never regard the University as their 
top priority.  Their responsiveness to campus crime and other safety concerns 
was increasingly intermittent and unreliable.  Furthermore, most other universi-
ties had found that the training and sensitivity required by police dealing with 
students was far more likely to be present in a campus-based police organization 
than in any community police force.
The issues of both the code of student conduct and a campus police force came 
into focus in 1992 when a University task force on campus safety strongly recom-
mended that both be established.  Although surveys indicated that most students 
supported both steps, a number of student groups–including student govern-
ment–rapidly put together a coalition to protest “No cops, no codes, no guns!”  As 
the University took formal action to establish the campus police, a series of pro-
tests occurred, including one on a particularly warm day in late fall in which stu-
dents camped out on the lawn of the President’s House to “bury student rights”.
But, like most protests resisting efforts to bring the University in line with the 
rest of higher education, these rapidly faded as the campus police officers were 
established and not only demonstrated that they could reduce crime on campus, 
but further proved far more sensitive to student needs and concerns than the local 
Ann Arbor police.  Indeed, several years later students again protested–this time 
to urge the hiring of more campus police, which they prefered to the use of city 
police.
Beyond forming a campus police organization, the University took a  series 
of actions to improve campus safety. Major investments were made to improve 
campus lighting and landscaping.  Special programs were launched such as the 
Sexual Assault Prevention and Awareness Center, the Night Owl transportation 
service, a Safewalk escort ser-
vice in which students served 
as nighttime security escorts, 
and the Task Force on Vio-
lence Against Women.  Broad 
programs were undertaken 
to address the concerns about 
substance abuse on campus, 
with particular attention to 
alcohol consumption. The 
University also addressed 
the hazards of smoking by 
making most of the campus a Burying student rights on the President’s lawn
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smoke-free zone, including all public spaces (even Michigan Stadium!).  It devel-
oped programs to help members of the campus community stop smoking.
Greek life also changed significantly during the Duderstadt years.  Since the 
1960s, the University had generally kept an arm’s length distance from fraternities 
and sororities, even though over 6,000 undergraduates each year chose them as 
their residential community.  This reluctance to become involved grew, in part, 
from the University’s concern about liability for the institution should it become 
too closely linked with Greek life.  This attitude of benign neglect changed in 
the late 1980s, when the University–and the Ann Arbor community–became in-
creasingly concerned about a series of fraternity incidents involving drinking and 
sexual harassment.  The University concluded that it had a major responsibility, to 
both its students and the Ann Arbor community, to become more involved with 
the Greeks.
Duderstadt led this effort by calling for a special meeting with the presidents 
of all of the University’s fraternities in which he challenged them to address the 
growing concerns about their behavior.  He noted that if they valued Michigan’s 
heritage of leadership, they should strengthen their own capacity to discipline 
renegade members through organizations such as the Interfratenity Council.  Al-
though Duderstadt issued a strong challenge for self-discipline, he also indicated 
quite clearly that the University would act with whatever force was necessary to 
protect the student body and the surrounding community.
This challenge was picked up by fraternity leaders, and a new spirit of respon-
sible behavior–and discipline–began to appear.  New policies forbade drinking 
during rush and imposed strong sanctions for entertaining minors from the Ann 
Arbor community in the fraternity houses.  With the arrival of Vice President 
Hartford, the University took further steps by hiring a staff member to serve as 
liaison with the Greeks.  This is not to suggest that further incidents did not oc-
cur.  Several fraternities suffered from such a pattern of poor behavior that their 
national organizations agreed to withdraw their charter and they were removed 
from campus.  But the nature of Greek life gradually began to assume greater re-
sponsibility and self-discipline.
During the 1990s the student body began to change in other ways. In the 1980s 
the number of high school graduates in Michigan had dropped by over 25%, as 
the post-war baby boom subsided.  Although this led to a decline in the number of 
Michigan applicants to the University, increases in the number out-of-state appli-
cants more than offset this decline to the point where almost 20,000 students were 
applying for the 5,000 positions in the freshman class.  While some of this increase 
in out-state application activity was no doubt due to the ease of filing multiple ap-
plications with personal computers, it was also due to the fact that Michigan had 
become a “hot school”, a popular choice for students across the country because of 
its unusual combination of academic quality, attractive social life, excitement (ath-
letics, politics, arts), and name recognition. Hence, although the University had 
worried about the impact of the demographic slide following the baby boom, in 
fact, student quality continued to improve throughout the 1980s and 1990s, with 
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each class possessing academic credentials even stronger than those of predeces-
sors.  This increase in student quality also vindicated the strategy of the Michigan 
Mandate, since the University was clearly becoming academically better as it be-
came more diverse.  Student surveys suggested that many students chose to at-
tend Michigan because they sought the experience of a highly diverse institution.
Financial Strength
One of the most significant trends of the 1970s and 1980s, the erosion in state 
support, continued into the 1990s.  Over this three-decade period, state appropria-
tions dropped from 70 percent of the University’s operating budget in the 1960s 
to less than 10 percent in the mid-1990s.  Further, as the state’s tax base dropped 
below the national average, and other social needs such as K-12 education and 
prisons passed higher education as priorities, it was clear that further decline in 
state support was inevitable for the foreseeable future.  As Duderstadt put it, the 
University of Michigan had evolved from a “state supported” to a “state assisted” 
to a “state related” and, finally, to a “state located” university.  Michigan would 
become the first of America’s great state universities to face the challenge of sup-
porting itself predominantly from private and federal sources (although it would 
soon be joined by many others).
The University not only met this challenge but actually thrived during this 
transition by intensifying the three-tiered strategy developed during the Shapiro 
years:  i) effective cost containment, ii) wise management of resources, and iii) ag-
gressive development of alternative revenue sources.  Following the recommenda-
tions of a major task force on costs chaired by then-Dean of Business Gil Whitaker, 
the University implemented an institution-wide total quality management pro-
gram in the early 1990s.  This was patterned on the award-winning program in 
the University Hospitals.  It empowered staff and faculty at all levels to seek ways 
to enhance the quality of their activities while constraining costs.  The University 
moved toward more realistic pricing of both internal and external services (e.g., 
facilities maintenance, tuition and fees, research overhead).  And in the mid-1990s, 
it completed the decentralization of both resource and cost management to the 
unit level through a budgeting system known as responsibility center manage-
ment, similar to that used in many private universities.  In this system, units were 
allowed to retain all revenues.  They were then assessed the costs associated with 
their activities, and taxed on all expenditures to support university-wide services 
such as safety.  This system provided strong incentives for generating revenues 
and containing cost.  It allowed local management controls at the unit level as key 
in more efficient operation.
As evidence of the effectiveness of these efforts, by the mid-1990s peer com-
parisons ranked the University’s administrative costs (as a percentage of total ex-
penditures) third lowest among major research universities.  Yet another sign of 
the efficient use of resources was the fact that while essentially all of the Univer-
sity’s programs were ranked among the top ten nationally in academic quality, the 
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University ranked roughly 40th in terms of expenditures per student or faculty 
member.  More specifically, it was able to provide an education of the quality of 
the most distinguished private institutions at typically one-third the cost! 
The second element of the strategy involved far more aggressive management 
of the assets of the University–its financial assets, its capital facilities, and of course 
its most valuable asset, its people.  VPCFO Farris Womack moved rapidly in the 
late 1980s to put into place a sophisticated program to manage the investments 
of the University.  He built a strong internal investment management team aug-
mented by knowledgeable external advisors, including several University alumni. 
Particular attention was focused on the University endowment, which amounted 
to only $250 million in 1988, small by peer standards and quite conservatively 
managed.  Through Womack’s aggressive investment management, coupled with 
a highly successful fund-raising effort, the University was to increase its endow-
ment to over $2 billion by 1996–a truly remarkable eight-fold growth.  During 
this period, Michigan consistently ranked among national leaders in endowment 
earnings.
Similar attention was focused on the management of the University’s finan-
cial reserves such as operating capital and short term funds.  By establishing the 
concept of a centralized bank, Womack brought more than $2 billion of additional 
funds associated with the various operating units of the University under sophis-
ticated investment management.
As we will note later, Womack’s team put into place a plan for eliminating 
the backlog of deferred maintenance that had grown during the difficult budget 
period of the 1980s.  Since state support for maintenance had effectively disap-
peared, the University put into place a special student fee that generated roughly 
$10 million per year to maintain its physical infrastructure.
The University also put into place a modern program to manage and develop 
its human resources.  It established a senior position of Executive Director of Hu-
man Resources which pulled together all of the reporting lines in the personnel 
and affirmative action areas.  It also took steps to address a number of key staff 
concerns, such as staff development, high performance workplace policies, flex-
Testifying with Gil Whitaker Farris Womack and Bernie Machen
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ible staff benefits, and dependent care.
The University also took steps to more realistically price its services.  One 
of the most politically difficult tasks was to set more realistic tuition levels for 
instate students.  Although the University had long charged essentially private 
tuition levels to out-of-state students, acknowledging a state policy dictating that 
state tax dollars could be used only for the support of Michigan residents, in-
state tuition had been kept at only token levels throughout the 1960s and 1970s. 
However, as state support declined, it became clear that the eroding “state sub-
sidy” of the cost of education for Michigan residents no longer justified these low 
tuitions.  Throughout the 1980s, the University began to raise instate tuitions to 
more realistic levels, although this frequently triggered political attacks from both 
state government and the media.  By the mid-1990s, student tuition revenue had 
been increased to over $400 million, far exceeding the University’s annual state 
appropriation of $290 million.  Throughout this period of tuition restructuring, 
the University increased the financial aid awarded to students in order to sustain 
its policy that no instate student should be denied a Michigan education for lack 
of economic means.
The financial strength of the University also benefited from the remarkable 
success of its faculty in attracting research grants and contracts from both the 
federal government and industry.  As we noted earlier, the University rose to the 
position of national leadership by this measure of research activity, and by 1996 
its sponsored research support was over $450 million per year–again substantially 
larger than state support.
The third resource stream of the University involved charges for the auxiliary 
services it provided to the public, namely activities such as clinical patient care 
and continuing education, which generated revenues beyond those of the aca-
demic programs.  Key in this effort was the remarkable success of the University 
Hospitals and related Medical Service Plans, which were generating almost $1 bil-
lion of revenue by the mid-1990s.  Indeed, it was the revenue associated with these 
clinical activities that supported much of the remarkable growth of the Medical 
School.  Other auxiliary enterprises such as the Executive Management Education 
program of the Business School, the Housing Division, and the Department of 
Athletics also saw very considerable success during this period. 
Michigan had been one of the first public universities to recognize the impor-
tance of private fund-raising, with the $55 million campaign of the 1960s and the 
$180 million campaign of the 1980s.  However, as the prospects for state support 
became dimmer, it became clear that private support would extend beyond sim-
ply providing the margin of excellence for the University’s academic programs 
and would increasingly provide their base operating funds as well.  Early on, the 
Duderstadt administration set a very aggressive goal to build private support, as 
measured by the combination of gifts received and income distributed from en-
dowment, to a level comparable to state support by the year 2000.
To this end, the University launched the largest fund-raising campaign in 
the history of public higher education by setting the goal of raising $1 billion 
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by mid-1997. A sophisticated 
University wide develop-
ment effort was built, and 
hundreds of volunteers were 
recruited across the nation. 
The Campaign for Michigan 
was officially announced in 
September, 1992–the week-
end of the spectacular vic-
tory over Notre Dame won by 
Desmond Howard’s Heisman-
Trophy-award-winning catch 
of a touchdown pass.
The fund-raising effort was extraordinarily successful.  By the end of Duder-
stadt’s tenure, the University had already gone well past its $1 billion goal, a year 
ahead of schedule.  Annual gifts had grown from $60 million per year in 1988 to 
over $150 million per year in 1995.  And total annual private support, including 
endowment income, exceeded $220 million per year, well ahead of schedule to 
surpass the state appropriation of $290 million per year by the end of the decade.
This combined strategy of effective cost containment, sophisticated asset 
management, and alternative resource development provided the University with 
extraordinary financial strength, despite the continuing deterioration of state sup-
port.  As one measure of this financial integrity, in 1994 the University became the 
first public university in history to have its Wall Street credit rating raised to Aa1, 
placing it on par with the wealthiest private universities.
Rebuilding the University
One of the most remarkable accomplishments of the University during the 
Duderstadt years was the rebuilding of all of its campuses.  During the decade 
from 1988 to 1996, the University completed over $2 billion of major construction 
projects that provided essentially every program of the University with a physical 
environment of unprecedented quality.
Yet, in the mid-1980s, this challenge had seemed almost hopeless.  Through-
out the 1970s and 1980s the state had provided little support for campus facilities, 
aside from the commitment to rebuild the University Hospitals.  This massive 
project had diverted state dollars, which would otherwise have been available for 
academic facilities, to the support of patient care.  Although there were some state-
funded projects in the early 1980s, such as EECS engineering building, the Chemi-
cal Sciences Laboratory, and a science facility at UM-Flint, this state commitment 
paled in comparison with the needs of the academic programs of the University, 
particularly on the Central Campus.  Many of the most distinguished academic 
programs of the University were housed in ancient buildings badly in need of 
repair and totally inadequate for modern teaching and research.
Mike Wallace kicking off the UM Campaign.
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Rebuilding the Michigan campus
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In the late 1980s, several factors converged simultaneously to provide the Uni-
versity with a remarkable window of opportunity for rebuilding its campuses. 
First, falling interest rates, coupled with the University’s high credit rating, made 
it quite inexpensive to borrow money.  Second, because of a weak economy, there 
were few competing construction projects underway in the private sector; hence 
construction costs were quite low.  Third, the University’s success in auxiliary 
activities, including private support, clinical revenue, and continuing education 
fees, was beginning to generate substantial revenue.  And fourth, the University 
convinced Governor Engler to launch a major state capital facilities program, with 
the understanding that the University would match the state effort through the 
use of its own funds.
But there was one final ingredient.  Duderstadt managed to convince the Re-
gents that the University should debt-finance critically needed academic facili-
ties using student fees.  While this was a common device in private universities, 
Michigan had generally used student fees to finance only non-instructional facili-
ties such as Crisler Arena, depending on state funding for academic facilities.  To 
make this step more politically palatable in the face of concerns about rapidly 
rising tuition, the administration developed a plan of shared sacrifice in which 
faculty and staff salaries were held level during the first year of the new fee.  (This 
latter step earned Duderstadt some harsh criticism from some faculty members, 
even through the lapse in salary increases was only temporary and strong salary 
programs in later years more than made up for it.)
The Medical Center led the way with a series of new teaching, research, and 
clinical facilities that augmented the new Adult General Hospital.  A new Child 
and Maternal Health Care Hospital replaced Mott and Women’s Hospitals.  A 
high-rise Cancer and Geriatrics Center was constructed.  A trio of sophisticated 
research laboratories, Medical Science Research Buildings I, II, and III, came on 
line to keep the Medical School at the forefront of biomedical research, while also 
housing the Howard Hughes Medical Research Institute.  As the Medical Center 
growth began to strain against the limits of its downtown Ann Arbor site, the 
University Hospitals acquired a large site northeast of Ann Arbor and began to 
develop its East Medical Campus to respond to the need for additional primary 
care facilities.  It also developed new primary care facilities throughout south-
eastern Michigan, including a major concentration in the Briarwood area in south 
Ann Arbor.
The last remaining facilities needed to complete the North Campus were 
constructed, including the FXB Building for aerospace engineering, the Lurie En-
gineering Center, and the Media Union, a remarkable digital library and mul-
timedia center.  Further, the eminent American architect–and University alum-
nus–Charles Moore was commissioned to design the Lurie Bell Tower, a striking 
carillon that rapidly became the symbol for the North Campus.
Extensive construction activity also took place on the University’s South Cam-
pus, including the renovation or construction of most athletic facilities.  Michigan 
Stadium was renovated and a natural grass field installed.  In the process, the sta-
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dium floor was lowered so that an additional 3,000 seats could be added, thereby 
increasing the capacity of the stadium to 106,000.  Other new or substantially ren-
ovated facilities included Canham Natatorium, Schembechler Hall, Keen Arena, 
Weidenbech Hall, Yost Arena, the Michigan Golf Course, the varsity track, and 
the new Michigan Tennis Complex.  New facilities were provided to support busi-
ness operations, including the Wolverine Tower and the Campus Safety Office.
Most encouraging of all was the great progress in addressing the critical 
needs of the Central Campus.  The Undergraduate Library, appropriately referred 
to as the “UGLi”, was surrounded by an attractive shell, totally renovated, and 
dedicated as the Shapiro Library.  The Physics Department benefited from a major 
new research laboratory.  A major building was constructed between Angell and 
Haven Halls to serve the humanities faculty.  Total building renovations were 
accomplished for East Engineering, West Engineering, C. C. Little, Angell Hall, 
the LS&A Building, and the Frieze, Mason, and Haven Halls.  A marvelous new 
building was constructed for the School of Social Work.
Similar progress was made on the University’s regional campuses.  UM-
Dearborn benefited from new classroom and laboratory facilities, while UM-Flint 
brought on line a new science laboratory, library, and administrative center.  Fur-
ther, the Mott Foundation gave UM-Flint the AutoWorld site, along with funds for 
site preparation, as the first stage of a major expansion of the campus.
There was also a substantial effort to improve the landscaping and appear-
ance of the campus.  With the completion of the major construction projects on 
the Central Campus and North Campus, new master plans were developed and 
launched, including the Ingalls Mall and Diag projects on the Central Campus, 
and the “North Woods” landscaping plan for the North Campus.
While the rebuilding and/or major renovation of most of the University’s cam-
puses during the decade was an extraordinary accomplishment, of comparable 
long-term importance was the massive effort to eliminate the deferred mainte-
nance backlog that had arisen during the 1970s and 1980s.  Further, major efforts 
were made to provide ongoing support for facilities maintenance so that such 
backlogs would not arise again in the future.
Technology
It was appropriate that Michigan was led by a scientist and engineer during 
the late 1980s and 1990s, since technology was to play such a significant role in the 
future of higher education.  Four key themes were converging during the Dud-
erstadt years:  i) the importance of the university in an age in which knowledge 
had become a key factor in determining security, prosperity, and quality of life; 
ii) the global nature of our society; iii) the ease with which information technol-
ogy–computers, telecommunications, multimedia–enabled the rapid exchange of 
information; and iv) networking, the degree to which informal cooperation and 
collaboration among individuals and institutions was replacing more formal so-
cial structures such as governments and societal structures.
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Duderstadt and his col-
leagues were determined to 
play a significant role in all 
of these arenas.  During the 
1980s, the University had re-
cruited some of the nation’s 
leaders in these areas, includ-
ing Doug Van Houweling 
from Carnegie-Mellon, Lynn 
Conway from Xerox, Doug 
Hofstadter from Indiana, and 
Randy Frank from Utah, who 
joined campus leaders such as 
Dan Atkins, Bernie Galler, John Holland, and Gary and Judy Olsen.  Drawing 
from the experience of major projects such as the statewide MERIT computer net-
work, Van Houweling headed up a major effort that led the University to join cor-
porate partners IBM and MCI to manage the NSFnet, the backbone of the rapidly 
developing Internet.  This positioned the University to play a key leadership role 
in the evolution of the “information superhighway”, as it evolved into a worldwide 
network linking hundreds of millions of people.  Even as the University provided 
this national leadership, it was continuing to make substantial investments in its 
oncampus information technology environment that kept it at the cutting edge for 
students, faculty, and staff.
Rather than focusing its efforts on developing sophisticated computing ca-
pability for a handful of scholars, as did many other universities who invested 
in supercomputers and such, Michigan instead followed a philosophy of “power 
to the people”–namely, to provide as much computer and networking capability 
as possible to as many members of the University community as it could.  It was 
determined to provide students and faculty with maximum flexibility and few 
constraints, so they could let their creativity and curiosity drive their use of these 
resources.  
Through close coopera-
tion with industrial leaders 
such as IBM, Apple, Sun, 
MCI, Xerox, and Hewlett-
Packard, the University estab-
lished itself as a clear leader 
in the quality of its informa-
tion technology environment 
for teaching and research.  It 
played a key role in develop-
ing much of the technology 
used today in the Internet, 
and it managed the transition Computers for the students
The new president arrives with technology.
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from time-sharing mainframe 
systems to client-server net-
works.  It provided students 
with extraordinary access to 
this technology through in-
novative programs such as 
the Fall Kickoff Computer 
Sales at which sophisticated 
computer systems were sold 
to students at deep discount, 
the Rescomp program that 
placed numerous clusters of 
advanced computers directly 
into the residence halls, and the unusual array of oncampus computing resources 
and centers–including massive facilities such as the Angell-Haven Computer Cen-
ter and the Media Union.
The University also began to play a leadership role in the digital age, through 
its leadership of the national digital library project; the evolution of its School of 
Library Science into a new School of Information focused on the management of 
digital information; and the Media Union, which established Michigan as a leader 
in the development and use of multimedia technologies.  It also developed and 
provided to faculty and students one of the most comprehensive closed-circuit 
television networks, the so-called “UMTV”, which placed dozens and eventually 
hundreds of television broadcasting stations in the hands of students for use over 
the University’s broad-band networks.
By the mid-1990s, Michigan was recognized throughout the world as one of 
the true leaders in the development, application, and use of digital technology.  It 
was exceptionally well positioned for leadership as this rapidly evolving technol-
ogy revolutionized the nature of an increasingly knowledge-driven civilization.
Transformation of the University Medical Center
Perhaps nowhere else in the University was change such a constant presence 
as in the Medical Center.  The nature of health care delivery, education, research, 
and financing was changing very rapidly, and medical schools and teaching hos-
pitals were struggling not just to adapt but even to survive.  Fortunately, the Uni-
versity benefited from extraordinary leadership in these activities.
Harold Shapiro himself had played a key role in setting out the long-term 
strategy for the Medical Center.  As an economist, he understood well how the 
changing nature of the marketplace would drive great changes in health care 
delivery and financing.   Many leaders of the Medical Center deserve mention 
here, but particularly John Forsyth, Executive Director of the University Hospi-
tals; George Zuidema, who as Vice-Provost for Medical Affairs understood the 
important relationships between academic medicine and clinical care financing; 
Angell Haven Computer Cluster
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Giles Bole, who as Dean of Medicine led the necessary redirection of the Medical 
School; and Bill Kelley, Chair of Internal Medicine, who established the Univer-
sity’s programs in exciting new areas such as genetic medicine.
Earlier leaders of the University, notably Presidents Fleming, Smith, and Sha-
piro, had “bet the ranch” on the Replacement Hospital Project, which at $350 mil-
lion was the largest project in the history of the University.  Although this was an 
extraordinary gamble, particularly during the early 1980s when the state’s econo-
my was in a deep recession, the new facility provided the University Medical Cen-
ter with a highly competitive advantage as it came on line in the late 1980s.  This, 
coupled with a series of restructuring and cost-reduction efforts led by Forsyth, 
rapidly positioned the University Hospitals as among the most profitable in the 
nation.  Indeed, during the early 1990s, the University Hospitals were routinely 
generating surpluses of $50 million or more each year.  Hospital reserves grew 
to over half-a-billion dollars, and a combination of Hospital reserves and clinical 
income generated by Medical School faculty funded an extraordinary period of 
new research and clinical facilities, including sophisticated research laboratories, 
a new pediatric and women’s hospital, a cancer center, a geriatrics center, and ex-
tensive outpatient facilities.
Yet, the changes in health care delivery and financing continued to acceler-
ate as increasing resistance to health care costs led to strong market forces driv-
ing intense competition and new health care organizations providing managed 
care.  Again, the leadership of the Medical Center was visionary and launched 
major new efforts such as the M-Care HMO, a network of primary care facilities 
scattered throughout southeastern Michigan, including a new medical campus in 
The UM Medical Center continued to grow.
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northeast Ann Arbor and important strategic alliances with hospitals and health 
care insurance providers.
As each wave of changes in health care swept across the nation, the University 
Medical Center, because of both commitments made in the past and an aggressive 
vision for the future, seemed to thrive and become even stronger.  By the mid-
1990s, the renamed University Health System had grown to over $1 billion in clini-
cal activity and, together with the teaching and research activities of the Medical 
School, represented over 50% of the budget of the entire University.
Strengthening the Bonds with External Constituencies
Much of the Duderstadt administration’s attention was directed at building 
far stronger relationships with the multitude of external constituencies served by 
and supporting the University.  Efforts were made to strengthen bonds with both 
state and federal government, ranging from systemic initiatives such as opening 
and staffing new offices in Lansing and Washington to developing personal rela-
tionships with key public leaders (e.g., the Governor, the White House).  A parallel 
effort aimed to develop more effective relationships with the media at the local, 
state, and national level.  These included major media campaigns such as the Big 
Ten public service announcements and national organizations such as the Science 
Coalition.  Additional efforts were directed toward strengthening relationships 
with key communities including Ann Arbor, Detroit, and Flint.
Higher education faced a paradoxical situation as it approached the 1990s.  On 
one hand, the university was clearly becoming a more critical player in a society 
increasingly dependent upon knowledge, upon educated people and their ideas. 
Not only were universities more important to society than ever, but they were 
more deeply engaged with society through a broad range of activities ranging 
from education to health care to public entertainment (through athletics).  
On the other hand, even as the university moved front and center stage, it 
also came under attack from many directions and for many reasons:  the cost of 
education, political activities on campus, and student and faculty behavior.  The 
American university became for many just another arena for the exercise of politi-
cal power, an arena for the conflict of fragmented interests, a bone of contention 
for proliferating constituencies.  It was increasingly the focus of concern for both 
the powerful and the powerless.  
The political environment faced by the University changed dramatically dur-
ing the 1970s and 1980s.  In earlier times, when the state provided the bulk of its 
budget, it had enjoyed a privileged position in Michigan.  Many of its alumni were 
in the legislature and in key positions in government and communities across 
the state.  Political parties were disciplined in the economic, ethnic, and other 
divisions; and special interests had not yet splintered party solidarity.    In that 
environment, the University had little need to cultivate public understanding or 
political leaders.  A few leaders from the University met each year with the gov-
ernor and leaders of the legislature to negotiate its appropriation.  That was it. 
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The University was valued and appreciated.  There was a historic and intense 
public commitment to the support of public higher education that characterized 
our founders and the generations of immigrants who followed, who sacrificed to 
provide quality public education, seeing it as the key to their children’s future.  
But gradually that world had disappeared.  Michigan began experiencing a 
profound economic transformation.  The University’s state support began to de-
cline.  Political parties declined in influence.  Special interest groups and constitu-
encies proliferated and organized to make their needs known and influence felt. 
Even as the University became more central, it was also held more accountable to 
its many publics.  Key to thriving in this more complex political environment was 
the ability to build effective mechanisms to interact more broadly both with state 
government and the people of Michigan.
Compounding the complexity of this situation was a growing socioeconomic 
shift in priorities at both the state and federal level.  In Michigan, as in many other 
Lobbying Congress and the State Legislature
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states, priorities shifted away from investment in the future through strong sup-
port of education.  Instead, the state developed a short-term focus, as represented 
by the growing expenditures for prisons, social services, and unfunded federal 
mandates such as Medicaid.  This was compounded by legislation that earmarked 
a portion of the state budget for K-12 education, leaving higher education to com-
pete with corrections and social services for limited discretionary tax dollars.  As 
a result, Michigan’s support for higher education declined rapidly in real terms 
during the early 1980s and continued to drop, relative to inflation, throughout the 
next two decades.
This situation was made even more difficult by strong political pressures that 
threatened to constrain the University’s primary alternative revenue stream, stu-
dent tuition and fees.  Through political polling surveys in the 1980s, Michigan’s 
Governor, James Blanchard, learned of strong public concerns about rising tu-
ition–even though many Michigan citizens realized that the increases were di-
rectly driven by the decline in state appropriations as the state’s public universi-
ties tried to compensate for the loss of state support.  The governor launched a 
major political effort to constrain tuition—a politically popular move that was 
cheaper than providing adequate support for the state’s universities.  In parallel, 
the state established a prepaid tuition plan, the Michigan Education Trust, that 
portrayed itself as a state-guaranteed program to help parents meet the cost of a 
college education.  In reality, it provided no actual guarantee and was constructed 
as a Ponzi scheme, in which later participants would compensate for the unrealis-
tic price of early contracts.  Since the financial–and political–integrity of the Trust 
was heavily dependent on tuition levels, the governor launched a major effort to 
force universities to freeze tuition.
Duderstadt had worked closely to develop an excellent working relationship 
with the Governor early in his administration on a range of technology-driven 
economic development issues.  But he realized that he now had to resist the state’s 
effort to dictate tuition, since these resources represented the only real alterna-
tive to maintaining the quality and health of higher education in Michigan at a 
time when state support was declining.  Duderstadt used his chairmanship of the 
President’s Council of Public Universities to lead a bitter yet successful struggle 
to resist the governor’s efforts to control tuition.  He also fought hard to maintain 
the University’s autonomy in areas such as the admission of out-of-state students.
With a new Republican administration coming to power in the early 1990s, 
the pressure on controlling university tuition and enrollments subsided some-
what–although state support continued to decline.  But a new challenge appeared 
as Michigan State University broke away from the spirit unity and cooperation 
that had evolved among Michigan’s public universities and instead mounted an 
aggressive campaign to advantage itself in going after state dollars, largely at the 
University of Michigan’s expense.  This effort relied heavily on the fact that MSU 
alumni held most of the key positions in state government.  Although MSU’s strat-
egy was initially successful, UM worked hard to rebuild the bond of common in-
terest that had held together Michigan’s public universities in more difficult times 
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and to reign in a maverick MSU.
A similar shift was also occurring in federal support of higher education.  For 
almost half a century, the driving force behind many of the major investments 
in the national education and research infrastructure had been the concern for 
national security in the era of the Cold War. Yet in the wake of the extraordi-
nary events of the early 1990s–the disintegration of the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe, the reunification of Germany, and the major steps toward peace in the 
Middle East–the driving force of national security disappeared, and along with 
it, much of the motivation for major public investment.  Far from enjoying a post-
Cold War  “peace dividend” providing new resources for investment in key areas 
such as education and research, the nation instead began to drift in search of new 
driving imperatives.  While there were numerous societal concerns such as eco-
nomic competitiveness, national health care, crime, and K-12 education, none of 
these had yet assumed an urgency sufficient to set new priorities for public invest-
ments.  
There were signs that the nation was no longer willing to invest in research 
performed by universities, at least at the same level and with a similar willing-
ness to support understanding-driven basic research.  Further, even the basic 
principles of this extraordinarily productive research partnership began to un-
ravel, changing from a partnership to a procurement process.  The government 
increasingly shifted from being a partner with the university–a patron of basic 
research–to becoming a procurer of research, just as it procured other goods and 
services.  In a similar fashion, the university was shifting to the status of a con-
tractor, regarded no differently from other government contractors in the private 
sector.  In a sense, a grant had become a contract, subject to all of the regulation, 
oversight, and accountability of other federal contracts.  This view unleashed on 
the research university an army of government staff, accountants, and lawyers all 
claiming the mission of making certain that the university meet every detail of its 
agreements with the government. 
Michigan’s very success in rising to a position of national leadership in at-
tracting federal support for its research activities placed it at considerable risk 
during this period of shifting federal priorities and attitudes.  As America’s lead-
ing research university, it was targeted by every federal effort to restructure the 
long-standing partnership between the nation and its universities.  For example, 
although Stanford University was the primary target of the vicious attacks on re-
search grant overhead charges by Congressman John Dingell’s powerful investi-
gative committee, its members also attacked Michigan.  Efforts to transfer more of 
the expense of federally procured research to universities through artificial con-
straints on overhead payments or excessive cost-sharing requirements hit Michi-
gan harder than most institutions.
Fortunately, Michigan also benefited from unusual capabilities in Washing-
ton.  It established a permanent office one block from Capitol Hill, staffed with 
one of the strongest federal relations staffs in higher education.  Further, several of 
the senior officers of the University were unusually experienced in the mysterious 
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ways of Washington:  Duderstadt himself was serving as the chair of the National 
Science Board, the nation’s principal body for research policy, and was on the 
board of directors of the National Science Foundation; Vice President Homer Neal 
served on numerous national boards and commissions; and Vice President Farris 
Womack was very experienced in Washington politics.  The University not only 
managed to weather most of the storms generated by changing federal policies 
but also continued to thrive and retain its position as the nation’s leading research 
university. It also played a leadership role in shaping federal policy in key areas 
such as student financial aid, such as the efforts led by Tom Butts to create the 
direct student lending program that today characterizes federal policy.
The University continued to experience the usual ups and downs in its rela-
tionships with the city of Ann Arbor that had characterized not only its own his-
tory but also the town-gown relations of other campus communities.  The factors 
causing tensions between the University and the city were not surprising:  rowdy 
students, traffic congestion, competition for housing, and removing property 
from the tax rolls. The University’s efforts to work more closely with fraternities 
and sororities to address neighborhood concerns had a positive impact.  However, 
the further expansion of the University took additional property off the city tax 
rolls, and this soured town-gown relations.  Further, the local newspaper fell into 
one of its adversarial periods, frequently attacking the University for its impact on 
the community and totally ignoring, of course, the great impact of Michigan on 
the economic prosperity and cultural life of Ann Arbor.  Nevertheless, the Univer-
sity made a genuine effort to strengthen relationships between its own leadership, 
city government, and leaders of the local business community, and overall there 
was progress in improving town-gown relations.
The University also intensified its outreach efforts with other Michigan com-
munities.  Its Schools of Education, Public Health, and Social Work intensified 
their activities with the metropolitan Detroit area.  Many other units and indi-
vidual faculty became engaged in research and service in Detroit and worked to 
strengthen relations with the city’s leadership.  Efforts with other Michigan cities 
also gained momentum.  Of particular note were the efforts of UM-Flint and UM-
Ann Arbor to work closely with city government, industry, labor, private founda-
tions, and private leadership to address a wide range of issues facing the City of 
Flint, including education, public health, and economic development.
The University also took important steps to improve its relationship with the 
media.  It appointed Walt Harrison, the former head of a major national public 
relations firm, to the post of Vice President for University Relations, and he moved 
ahead rapidly to build a strong communications program capable of supporting 
all of the University’s external relations activities.
Let the Sun Shine In
In the late 1970s, the Michigan State Legislature passed two rather poorly 
written sunshine laws governing public bodies.  The Open Meetings Act (OMA) 
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required that the meetings of public bodies be open to the press and members of 
the public.  The Freedom of Information Act (FIOA) required public disclosure 
of any public documents not protected by personal privacy laws.  Initially, the 
laws did not initially seem exceptionally intrusive–although they did require the 
release of University information such as salaries and mandate public comments 
sessions at each Regents meeting.  Through a series of subsequent court interpre-
tations, however, the media was able to extend these laws until they became a 
tight web constraining all of the functions of public bodies.
The University of Michigan was hit particularly hard by these laws.  Prior to 
the mid-1980s, the Regents and Executive Officers had been able to meet in infor-
mal, private sessions to discuss difficult matters.  However, the OMA eliminated 
this channel of communication between the Regents and the administration.  For 
a time, the Regents were able to continue to meet with the administration in sub-
quorum groups (“four and four sessions”), but the courts subsequently interpret-
ed this also as a constructive quorum and specifically outlawed such meetings. 
Hence, by the late 1980s, there was absolutely no mechanism that allowed the 
Regents to meet with the administration for candid, confidential discussions other 
than those rare occasions when the OMA allowed such “executive sessions”–i.e., to 
seek an opinion of the General Counsel or to perform personnel evaluations.  As a 
result, communications between the Regents and the administration became very 
difficult and time-consuming.  Further, the public Regents meetings frequently 
became circuses, with various Regents playing to the media and posturing on 
various political issues–particularly during election years.
This situation became even more difficult when in 1993 the Michigan Supreme 
Court ruled that the University had violated the Open Meetings Act by using a 
subquorum search process in conducting the search for a president in 1987-88 
(the search that had resulted in Duderstadt’s selection as president).  Although 
this was a close vote (5 to 4) and a somewhat ambiguous decision, a local district 
court judge used the decision to punish the Regents by demanding that they re-
lease all written materials associated with the earlier search, including confiden-
tial notes and letters written about the candidates.  Further, the Board was placed 
under a permanent injunction 
to follow the OMA to the let-
ter in any future presidential 
search.
Although the adminis-
tration urged the Regents to 
appeal this lower court order 
because of concern that the 
release of confidential letters 
of reference and notes could 
embarrass both the Universi-
ty and hundreds of individu-
als who thought their input Regents meeting in the sunshine.
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to the search had been given in confidence, the Regents decided not to appeal, 
and the materials were released.  But even more serious was the court injunction, 
since it made it essentially impossible to conduct any but a totally open and public 
search for a president.  Indeed, in one court interpretation, any private conversa-
tion between two Regents amounted to a constructive quorum and hence would 
violate the injunction.  The court ruled further when the Board was conducting a 
presidential search, it was not only subject to the usual provisions of the OMA but 
also fell under the far more stringent constraints of a court injunction on presiden-
tial searches, with corresponding criminal penalties for being found in contempt 
of this order.
In 1995, the Regents retained independent legal counsel to provide guidance 
on how to deal with the OMA and the FOIA.  These attorneys, from two of the 
state’s leading law firms, rapidly concluded that neither law was likely to apply to 
the University–particularly in presidential searches–because of the University’s 
constitutional autonomy.  While they were willing to give an opinion to this ef-
fect, they understood well the political and public relations difficulties in getting 
a court decision along these lines. In the end, they recommended strongly and 
unanimously that the University seek a declaratory judgment from the State Su-
preme Court, although they realized that this might take a year or more to work 
through the courts.  Unfortunately, the Regents were not willing to step up to this 
challenge because of concerns about their personal political standing, and they 
refused to seek judicial relief.  As a result, the University’s operations continued 
to be more and more tightly constrained by intrusions of the media through the 
state’s sunshine laws.
Intercollegiate Athletics
Intercollegiate athletics programs at Michigan are not only an important tra-
dition of the University, but they also attract more public attention than any other 
University activity.  While Michigan had long been known for the success and 
integrity of its athletics programs, here too a rapidly changing environment de-
manded significant changes.  The highly independent operation of the Athletics 
Department had led to serious problems in the 1980s, including a major rules vio-
lation in the baseball program, the insulation of athletes and coaches from the rest 
of the University, and increasing financial pressures on the programs.
Duderstadt took a particular interest in athletics, in part because he realized 
that the public exposure of the University’s athletics programs was a two-edged 
sword that could both advance and damage the institution.  But, as a former col-
lege football player at Yale, he also had a background that proved useful in under-
standing both the challenges and opportunities of intercollegiate athletics.
Although the president and first lady of the University had always had an ar-
ray of formal, visible roles associated with athletics, e.g., entertaining visitors at 
football games and representing the University at key events such as bowl games, 
they also played other far more significant roles.  The concerns about scandals 
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in college sports had led to a fundamental principle of institutional control in 
which university presidents were expected to have ultimate responsibility and 
total control over athletic programs.  Although the athletics director had always 
reported formally to the president, Duderstadt took a more active approach to this 
oversight role.  Furthermore, in the late 1980s, the Big Ten Conference had become 
incorporated, with the university presidents serving as its board of directors.  This 
new conference structure demanded both policy and fiduciary oversight by the 
presidents.  Finally, it was clear that the athletics department family, its coaches, 
staff, players, and families, very much appreciated an active interest on the part 
of the Duderstadts.  Anne Duderstadt played a particularly important role in her 
support of women’s athletics.
While such an active role was important to maintain the integrity of Michigan 
athletics, it was sometimes not well understood or accepted by the old guard.  In 
fact, Duderstadt’s first involvement with the Athletics Department occurred quite 
early in his tenure as Provost when he had to intervene in a dispute between the 
Department and the Admissions Office concerning the admissions of two basket-
ball players (who later went on to lead Michigan to the NCAA Championship).  As 
a result of this incident, Duderstadt pulled together Athletics Director Canham 
and several of the key coaches and hammered out a set of new policies governing 
the admission of student athletes in which the fundamental principle involved 
the assurance that the candidate possessed the academic skills to benefit from a 
Michigan education.
But this incident also convinced the Duderstadts that a major effort was need-
ed to bring the Athletics Department back into the mainstream of University life. 
Even in the Provost role, the Duderstadts hosted frequent receptions and dinners 
for student athletes and coaches.  They attended major athletics events and used 
every opportunity to stress their belief not only that athletes were students first, 
but that coaches were first and foremost teachers.
Hence, it was natural that the Duderstadts would adjust easily to the more 
visible role of the presidency in athletics.  And, in fact, their first year was quite 
extraordinary, with a Big 10 Football championship, a Rose Bowl victory and an 
NCAA basketball championship (and a trip to the White House to be congratu-
lated by President George Bush).  But there were also challenges.  The University 
discovered that its baseball coach had been guilty of serious violations through-
out most of the 1980s, providing illegal cash payments to players, employing them 
in fictitious jobs, and maintaining team sizes far larger than allowed. Duderstadt 
and Athletic Director Bo Schembechler accepted full responsibility for the vio-
lations–although the incidents had occurred several years earlier.  The baseball 
coach was dismissed, and the University self-imposed penalties on the program 
that were satisfactory to both the Big 10 Conference and the NCAA.  The incident 
provided strong evidence that the old tradition of Athletics Department autono-
my was simply not realistic in the high-pressure era of modern college sports.
A series of actions were taken in the late 1980s and early 1990s to better align 
Michigan athletics with the academic priorities of the University.  Student-athletes 
38
received the same educational and extracurricular opportunities as other Michi-
gan students.  Coaches were given more encouragement for their roles as teachers. 
And clear policies, consistent with those of the rest of the University, were devel-
oped in a number of areas including admissions, academic standing, substance 
abuse, and student behavior.
Similarly, a series of steps were taken to secure the financial integrity of Mich-
igan athletics.  Cost-containment methods were applied to all athletics programs. 
A major fund-raising program was launched.  More sophisticated use of licensing 
was developed.  And major improvements in athletics facilities were completed, 
as noted in the earlier description of capital facilities activities during the Duder-
stadt era.
One of the most important–and most difficult–aspects of this effort involved a 
renegotiation of the Big 10 agreement governing the distribution of football ticket 
receipts.  Michigan had long tolerated a conference policy requiring that 50% of 
all gate receipts would be given to the visiting opponent.  However, Michigan’s 
average of 106,000 fans per game (the largest in the nation), coupled with the lim-
ited popularity of some of the other Big 10 schools, had led to a “balance of pay-
ments” problem amounting to over $2 million per year and growing.  Duderstadt 
and then Athletic Director Jack Weidenbach believed it imperative that the Big 10 
modify this formula, but they encountered the strong opposition of several Big 10 
members, including Michigan State.  In the end, Duderstadt had to threaten that 
Michigan would withdraw from the Big 10 unless it was treated equitably.  Join-
ing with his counterparts at Ohio State and Penn State, Duderstadt was eventually 
able to drive through a change in the policy that removed the inequity and was 
critical in reestablishing the financial security of the Athletics Department.
Change was the order of the day in intercollegiate athletics during the Dud-
erstadt years.  Just prior to Duderstadt’s selection as president, the long-standing 
Athletic Director Don Canham had resigned.  Because of a disagreement among 
the Regents, a compromise approach was taken to selecting Canham’s successor. 
Bo Schembechler was given the title of Athletic Director, but a long-serving stal-
wart of the University, Associate Vice President for Business and Finance Jack 
Weidenbach, was asked to serve as Associate Athletic Director and handle the de-
tailed management of the De-
partment.  Within a year after 
acquiring the additional title 
of Athletic Director, Schem-
bechler, lured in part by the 
opportunity to become presi-
dent of the Detroit Tigers, 
decided that the time had 
come to step down as football 
coach.  However, he remained 
as Athletic Director just long 
enough to appoint his assis-
“He’s my choice!”, affirms Bo Schembechler.
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tant football coach, Gary Moeller, as his 
successor as head football coach.  
Duderstadt decided that the earlier in-
stability in the Regents concerning the ap-
pointment of an athletic director could best 
be avoided by simply asking Jack Weiden-
bach to step into the role.  Duderstadt had 
a very high regard for Weidenbach, and 
the two quickly developed a close work-
ing relationship that was the envy of the 
Big 10.  Indeed, during the Weidenbach 
years, Michigan’s success on the field was 
extraordinary.  Once Michigan had been 
content to be successful primarily in a sin-
gle sport, football.  But during this period 
the University competed at the national 
level across its full array of 22 varsity pro-
grams, as evidenced by the fact that it finished each year among the top five in-
stitutions for the national all-sports championship (the Sears Trophy).  During 
the Weidenbach years, Michigan went to five Rose Bowls, three men’s basketball 
Final Fours–including a NCAA championship, and three ice hockey Final Fours. 
The University also won over 50 Big 10 championships and dominated the Big 10 
in men’s and women’s cross-country, women’s gymnastics, men’s and women’s 
track, women’s softball, and men’s and women’s swimming (in which it won the 
NCAA championship).  It provided some of the most exciting moments in Michi-
gan’s proud sports tradition–Desmond Howard’s Heisman Trophy, Steve Fisher’s 
NCAA championship, the Fab Five, Mike Barrowman’s Olympic Gold Medal, Tom 
Dolan’s national swimming championships…the list goes on and  on.
Yet, Weidenbach had agreed to provide leadership for the Athletics Depart-
ment when he was already close to retirement.  Although a marathon runner, he 
believed it important to step down before age 70, so Duderstadt once again faced 
the challenge of selecting a new athletic director.  In this case, he decided to launch 
a national search, and he appointed VP Farris Womack to lead it.  The search even-
tually presented Duderstadt with several candidates, all regarded as among the 
top leaders of college sports in America–but none regarded as “a Michigan man” 
(i.e., none had had an earlier association with the Michigan program). Some of the 
booster crowd began to apply pressure to the Regents to force Duderstadt to look 
inside the Athletics Department for a successor.  Several of the Regents caved in 
to this pressure and not only broke the confidence of the search but attempted to 
persuade the external candidates to withdraw.
Duderstadt soon concluded that the instability of the Regents was putting the 
University at great risk of embarrassment.  Therefore he decided to short-circuit 
the search and asked an insider, Joe Roberson, to accept an appointment.  Rob-
erson’s appointment was a surprise, since he was then serving as the director 
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of the University’s fund-rais-
ing campaign.  However, he 
was a former college athlete 
and professional baseball 
player.  More important, he 
had served as both dean and 
chancellor of the UM-Flint 
campus.  He was also an indi-
vidual of great integrity, with 
a strong sense of academic 
values.  Although there was 
some opposition from the 
Regents, they eventually sup-
ported Roberson’s appointment, and the situation was rapidly stabilized.
The degree to which the University was put at risk by instability triggered by 
intercollegiate athletics was not unique to Michigan.  Many other universities had 
experienced the same behavior as athletics evolved into a form of big-time show 
business. Earlier Michigan presidents had faced these challenges, and it was clear 
that they would continue for future leaders of the University.
At one level, Michigan athletics had never been more successful.  The football 
program won five consecutive Big 10 championships.  After recruiting “the Fab 
Five”, an extraordinarily talented group of basketball players, Steve Fisher led the 
basketball team to two NCAA championship games.  The men’s and women’s 
swimming teams dominated the Big 10 and challenged west coast schools for the 
national championships.  The success and integrity of Michigan’s athletics pro-
grams, coupled with their extraordinary popularity through both the electronic 
and print media, positioned Michigan as the model for college sports.  The Michi-
gan insignia dominated the sales of athletic apparel world-wide and eventually 
led to a controversial marketing agreement with the sporting goods company 
Nike, an agreement that set the model for similar agreements with other leading 
universities in the years to come.
Yet at another level, the increasing public exposure of Michigan athletics was 
causing serious strains.  Each misstep by a student athlete or coach, as well as the 
inevitable defeats that characterize every leading program, resulted in a torrent of 
media coverage.  Rare was the month when a Michigan athlete or coach was not 
either celebrated or attacked by the media. Certainly the most serious incident was 
a tragic lapse of behavior by football coach Gary Moeller, who, after an evening 
of drinking at a Detroit restaurant, became unruly and assaulted several police 
officers who attempted to restrain him.  The media coverage was intense, and it 
soon became apparent that Moeller should at least take a temporary leave from his 
position as football coach. Instead Moller decided to resign from the University. 
Beyond his concern for the integrity of Michigan athletics, Duderstadt also 
had a deep commitment to the principle of gender equity.  He pushed hard to pro-
vide women with the same opportunities for varsity competition as men.  Major 
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additional investments were made, both in existing women’s programs and in 
the addition of new programs (women’s soccer, women’s rowing, and women’s la-
crosse).  Michigan became the first major university in the nation to make a public 
commitment to achieving true gender equity in intercollegiate athletics by 1998.
Michigan played an important leadership role in intercollegiate athletics at 
the conference and national levels.  It played a key role in restructuring revenue 
sharing agreements within the Big Ten, in helping to better position the confer-
ence with respect to television agreements, and in building a stronger alliance 
with the Pac Ten.  At the national level, Michigan strongly supported the effort 
to gain presidential control over intercollegiate athletics and to restructure the 
NCAA. Duderstadt also assumed a key leadership role as chair of the Big Ten 
Conference presidents during the critical period of restructuring of the NCAA.  
Duderstadt fought hard to protect the Athletics Department from inappropri-
ate intrusion by boosters, the media, and even the Regents.  And he stood solidly 
behind each of his athletic directors–Schembechler, Weidenbach, and Roberson–
when they were faced with difficult decisions or challenges. 
Flying the flag for Michigan athletics
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Cultural Changes
Some of the most importance changes occurring at the University during the 
1990s were far subtler and involved changes in the various cultures of the Uni-
versity.  As noted earlier, the student culture evolved far beyond the distrust and 
confrontation born in the 1960s and characterizing student-faculty-administration 
relationships throughout the 1970s and 1980s.  By the mid-1990s there was a very 
strong sense of mutual respect and trust characterizing students and the admin-
istration, particularly on the part of student government and, amazingly enough, 
even student publications such as The Michigan Daily.  Students stepped up to im-
portant leadership roles in the University, accepting responsibility and providing 
important visions for its future.
The University’s commit-
ment to diversity through ma-
jor strategic efforts such as the 
Michigan Mandate and the 
Michigan Agenda for Women 
would never have been pos-
sible without a major change 
in the campus climate.  Diver-
sity became not only tolerated 
but recognized as essential to 
the quality of the University. 
While there were inevitable 
tensions associated with an 
increasingly diverse campus community, there was a real effort to view these as 
an opportunity for learning how to prepare students for an increasingly diverse 
world.
There were other important changes in the culture of the University commu-
nity.  Michigan athletics moved far beyond a simple focus on a winning football 
program to accept the view of athletes as students and coaches as teachers.  It reaf-
firmed the importance of the integrity of its programs and committed itself to true 
gender equity for women’s athletics.  
Through both development and alumni relations, alumni of the University 
came to understand the importance of their financial support as state support 
eroded.  Further, they responded to appeals to become far more actively involved 
in all aspects of University life.
Changes occurred far more slowly in the faculty culture, because of its com-
plexity and diversity.  Fundamental academic values still dominated this culture–
academic freedom, intellectual integrity, striving for excellence–as they must in 
any great university.  However, there also seemed to be a growing sense of adven-
ture and excitement throughout the University as both faculty and staff became 
more willing to take risks, to try new things, and to tolerate failure as part of the 
learning process.  While the University was still not yet where it needed to be in 
Michigan student leaders
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encouraging the level of experimentation and adventure necessary to define the 
future of the University, it seemed clear that this spirit was beginning to take hold.
History and Tradition
One of the most enduring efforts launched during the Duderstadt years was 
reconnecting the University with its past.  Anne Duderstadt, in particular, had 
developed a deep appreciation for Michigan’s remarkable history and tradition, 
and she persuaded her husband of the importance of a greater awareness of the 
University’s past among students, faculty, and staff. While Michigan’s remarkable 
history as a leader in higher education had been recognized and respected in ear-
lier years–indeed, the original edition of this popular history of the University by 
Howard Peckham in the early 1960s was evidence of this–the great unrest of the 
1960s and 1970s seemed to sever the University from its past.  In their efforts to re-
ject “the establishment”, students–and many faculty and staff–almost took pride 
in ignoring the University’s history and traditions during the 1970s and 1980s.
The Duderstadts were joined in this effort by several distinguished and com-
mitted faculty:  Robert Warner, former Dean of Library Science and Director of 
the National Archives; Nick and Margaret Steneck, through their years of effort in 
both preserving University materials and teaching a course on the history of the 
University; and Fran Blouin, as Director of the Bentley Historical Library.  These 
individuals and others were appointed to a presidential History and Traditions 
Committee and empowered 
to both preserve and publicize 
the University’s remarkable 
history. Warner was named 
chair of the Committee and 
eventually appointed by the 
Regents as the first University 
Historian.
A series of important 
projects was launched.  The 
Bentley Library took on a 
more formal role as the ar-
chive for University historical 
materials.  Facilities of major historical importance, such as the Detroit Observa-
tory (Tappan’s effort to build in Ann Arbor the first major scientific facility on 
a campus) and the President’s House (the oldest building on the campus) were 
restored and preserved.  A series of publications on the University’s history were 
sponsored, including an update of the Peckham history, a history of women’s 
movements at the University, and a photographic essay on the University.  A pro-
cess was launched to obtain personal oral histories from earlier leaders of the 
University, including Harlan Hatcher, Robben Fleming, Allen Smith, and Harold 
Shapiro.
History and Traditions Committee
44
The University of Michigan, circa 1996
By the mid-1990s, most of the original goals set by the Duderstadt administra-
tion had been achieved.
• National rankings of the quality of the University’s academic programs rose 
to the highest levels in the University’s history.  
• Detailed surveys throughout the university indicated that Michigan had been 
able to hold its own in competing with the best universities throughout the 
world for top faculty.  In support of this effort to attract and retain the best, the 
University was able to increase average faculty salaries over the past decade 
to the point where they ranked  #1 among public universities and #5 to #8 
among all universities, public and private.
• Through the remarkable efforts of its faculty, the University rose from 7th to 
1st in the nation in its ability to attract federal, state, and corporate support for 
its research efforts, exceeding $450 million per year by the mid-1990s.
• Despite the precipitous drop in state support during the 1970s and 1980s, 
the University emerged from this period as one of the financially strongest 
universities in America.  It became the first and only public university in 
history to receive an Aa1 credit rating by Wall Street–just a shade under 
the top rating of Aaa.  Its endowment increased eight-fold to over $2 billion. 
And thanks to the generosity of its alumni and friends, it achieved the $1 
billion target of the Campaign for Michigan in early 1996, over a year ahead of 
schedule, and eventually succeeded in raising $1.4 billion, an unprecedented 
amount for public higher education.
• The University made substantial progress in its efforts to restructure 
the financial and administrative operations of the University, including 
award-winning efforts in total quality management, cost containment, and 
decentralized financial operations.
• The University completed the most extensive building program in its history. 
In less than a decade, it was able to rebuild, renovate, and update essentially 
every building on its several campuses–a $2 billion effort funded primarily 
from non-state sources.
• The University Medical Center underwent a profound transformation, 
reducing costs, integrating services, and building alliances to place it in a 
clear national leadership position in health care, research, and teaching.
• The University launched many exceptional initiatives destined to have great 
impact on the future of the University and higher education more generally, 
such as the Institute of Humanities, the Media Union, the Institute of 
Molecular Medicine, the Davidson Institute for Emerging Economies, and the 
Tauber Manufacturing Institute.
• Through efforts such as the Michigan Mandate and the Michigan Agenda for 
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Women, the University achieved the highest representation of people of color 
and women among its students, faculty, staff, and leadership in its history. 
Michigan became known as a national leader in building the kind of diverse 
learning community necessary to serve an increasingly diverse society.
Through the effort of countless members of the University family, the Uni-
versity of Michigan in 1996 was demonstrably better, stronger, more diverse, 
and more exciting than at any time in its history.  As the twenty-first century ap-
proached, it was clear not only that the University of Michigan had become the 
leading public university in America, but that it was challenged by only a handful 
of distinguished private and public universities in the quality, breadth, capacity, 
and impact of its many programs and activities.
Preparing for the Future
This progress had not been serendipitous.  Rather it resulted from a very care-
fully constructed and relentlessly executed strategy.  As noted earlier, the key fo-
cus of Duderstadt’s early years as president was the development and articulation 
of a compelling vision of the University, its role and mission, for the twenty-first 
century.  This effort was augmented by the development and implementation of 
a flexible and adaptive planning process.  Key was the recognition that in a rap-
idly changing environment, it was important to implement a planning process 
that was not only capable of adapting to changing conditions, but to some degree 
capable as well of modifying the changing environment in which the University 
must function.
As in many large organizations, planning activities at the University proceed-
ed through a variety of mechanisms, formal and informal, centralized and distrib-
uted among various units.  In the 1988 Presidential Inauguration Address, the key 
themes of change were set out:  the growing diversity of our nation, the global-
ization of our society, and the role of knowledge.  Duderstadt reinforced and ex-
panded upon these themes on many subsequent occasions, including commence-
ment addresses, the State of the University Address, and other major speeches and 
interviews.  These themes 
served as the rationale for 
the first major initiatives 
of the new administration, 
e.g., the Michigan Man-
date, the establishment of 
a new senior position for 
international activities, and 
the major leadership role 
played by the University in 
building and managing na-
tional computer networks 
(e.g., NSFnet, MREN). Explaining the future
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In subsequent years, three new themes were added to the original list, in-
cluding the changing priorities of the post-Cold war world, the finite limits of 
our natural environment (global change), and the need to develop the human re-
sources of the nation.  Again, strategic initiatives were developed and launched in 
these areas, including the Global Change Project funded through the Presidential 
Initiative Fund, and the efforts to position the University better in an array of eco-
nomic development activities (e.g., the Flint Project, the community service efforts 
in Detroit, and redesigning the University’s technology transfer effort).
The Duderstadt administration articulated additional themes that could bet-
ter be classified as opportunities than challenges, those that concerned the most 
fundamental nature of knowledge:  understanding (of the past and the present), 
exploration (of knowledge, our planet, and the universe), and creation (of new 
knowledge, objects, intelligence, and life forms).  These were the frontier themes 
traditionally addressed by research universities.  The rapid evolution of powerful 
tools such as information technology, molecular biology, and materials science 
triggered a rapid acceleration of University research in these areas.  Examples 
include the Molecular Medicine Institute in the School of Medicine, the Ultrafast 
Optics Laboratory in Physics and Engineering, and the adaptive complex systems 
activity, affiliated with the Santa Fe Institute (the “Bach” group).
Duderstadt strove to articulate the particular challenges facing higher educa-
tion during the 1990s:  determining how to sustain excellence in a time of limited 
resources, balancing a commitment to traditional values with the need to change, 
and restoring public understanding, trust, and support of higher education.  While 
most institutions faced these challenges, the Duderstadt administration made an 
effort to take the University one step further by defining unique strategic themes 
for Michigan during the 1990s:
•  Inventing the University of the 21st Century
•  Redefining the public university in America
•  Financing the University in an era of limits
•  Diversity and excellence
•  A world university
•  A cyberspace university
•  Global change
•  A strategic marketing plan
•  “Keeping our eye on the ball”
(The last theme, of course, referred to the fact that consistency and persistence 
were essential to the success of any strategic effort).  These themes were carefully 
woven into communications, both on and off campus.  They served as the ratio-
nale and foundation for a wide array of specific objectives and strategic actions–
all aimed at moving the University toward the goal of leadership.
Early efforts focused on articulating a vision of the University’s future.  De-
spite the great diversity of planning groups, visioning efforts generally converged 
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on two important themes:  leadership and excellence.  This led to the first strategic 
plan for the University: Vision 2000:  The Leaders and Best, aimed at positioning the 
University of Michigan during the 1990s for a leadership role in higher education 
for the next century.  This agenda was framed through a set of specific goals, the 
“26 Goal Plan”, that provided measurable objectives for the institution.  A series 
of annual reports, The Michigan Metrics Project, provided both a framework and a 
process for assessing progress toward each of the goals set by Vision 2000.  It fur-
thermore provided strong evidence that the University made quite considerable 
progress toward this vision during the 1990s.
While the Vision 2000 strategy was both exciting and challenging, it was very 
much a positioning effort.  It was designed to position the University of Michigan 
as the leader of higher education by the end of the decade, but very much within 
the existing paradigm of the American research university of the late 20th Cen-
tury.  Hence, in 1992 a bolder vision was proposed–in the language of strategic 
planning, a strategic intent–aimed at achieving excellence and leadership during a 
period of great change.
This strategic intent, termed Vision 2017 in reference to the 200th anniversary 
of the University’s founding, was aimed at providing Michigan with the capacity 
to re-invent the very nature of the university, to transform itself into an institu-
tion better capable of serving a new world in a new century.  This transforma-
tion strategy contrasted sharply with the positioning strategy of Vision 2000 that 
had characterized the earlier planning process.  It sought to build the capacity, 
the energy, the excitement, and the commitment necessary for the University to 
explore entirely new paradigms of teaching, research, and service.  It sought to 
remove the constraints that prevent the University from responding to the needs 
of a rapidly changing society, to remove unnecessary processes and administra-
The Vision 2000 Strategy
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tive structures, to question existing premises and arrangements, and to challenge, 
excite, and embolden members of the University community to embark on a great 
adventure.
Although the transformation plan, Vision 2017, had been in place for only 
three years before Duderstadt decided to step down, the transformation effort 
had clearly begun.  A team of talented and dedicated executive officers had been 
recruited to lead the effort.  Similarly, deans who relished leading during a time 
of change had been appointed.  Strategic alliances were formed with other institu-
tions also pursuing transformation agendas (e.g., the Big Ten, the Tanner Group).
The range of initiatives launched during the Duderstadt years was both exten-
sive and complex.  Among the many activities were:
The Media Union
Institute of Humanities
Institute of Molecular Medicine (Gene Therapy)
Center for the Study of Global Change
Community Service/Americorps
Tauber Manufacturing Institute
The School of Information
Living/Learning Environments
21st Century Project
Davidson Institute for Emerging Economies
New Music Laboratory
Institute for Women and Gender Studies
Rescomp/Angell-Haven Computer Centers
Responsibility Centered Management
M-Quality
Incentive compensation experiments
Presidential Initiative Fund
Undergraduate Initiative Fund
Next Generation Leadership
Financial Restructuring
Asset Management
Campaign for Michigan ($1.4 billion)
Michigan Mandate
Michigan Agenda for Women
Rebuilding the University
Campus Evolution (e.g., the East Medical Campus)
Academic Outreach
Student Living/learning Communities
And the impact of these efforts were profound.  By the mid-1990s, the Uni-
versity of Michigan had achieved clear national leadership in areas such as the 
following:
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Quality of academic programs 
Quality achieved per resources expended
Faculty salaries (among publics)
Research activity
Financial strength (among publics)
Information technology environment
Intercollegiate athletics
Health care operations
By any measure, the University found itself remarkable well positioned to 
lead higher education into the 21st century.
The End Game
Duderstadt himself identified three quite separate phases in his presidency. 
The early phase involved setting the themes of challenge, opportunity, respon-
sibility, and excitement.  During this phase, Duderstadt spent much of his time 
Possible visions of a university of the 21st century
50
meeting with various constituencies both on and off campus, listening to their 
aspirations and concerns, challenging them, and attempting to build a sense of 
excitement and optimism about the future of the University.  During this period 
some of the most important strategic directions of the University were established: 
e.g., the Michigan Mandate, the Michigan Agenda for Women, financial restruc-
turing, the Campaign for Michigan, and student rights and responsibilities.
Augmenting this highly visible process of interacting with both oncampus 
and external constituencies was an ongoing strategic planning process involving 
some of the most visionary members of the University faculty and staff.  These nu-
merous small groups worked closely with Duderstadt to develop an action plan, 
Vision 2000, aimed at positioning the University as the leader of higher education 
in America.
The second phase of Duderstadt’s leadership, while not so public, was far more 
substantive.  A series of strategic initiatives were launched that were designed to 
execute the strategic plan, Vision 2000, and position the University for a leadership 
role.  These ranged from the appointment of key leaders at the level of executive 
officers, deans, and directors to the largest construction program in the history of 
the University to a bold financial restructuring of Michigan as the nation’s first 
“privately supported public university”.  Largely as a result of these efforts, the 
University grew rapidly in strength, quality, and diversity during the early 1990s. 
One by one, each of the goals of Vision 2000 was achieved.
By the mid-1990s, the Duderstadt administration began to shift into a third 
phase as its focus evolved from a positioning effort to a transformation agenda. 
Duderstadt became convinced that the 1990s would be a significant period for 
higher education.  The task of transforming the University to better serve society 
and to move toward the Duderstadt’s vision for the century ahead would be chal-
lenging.  Perhaps the greatest challenge of all would be the University’s very suc-
cess.  Duderstadt realized it would be difficult to convince those who had worked 
so hard to build the leading public university of the twentieth century that they 
could not rest on their laurels, that the old paradigms would no longer work.  The 
challenge of the 1990s would be to reinvent the University to serve a new world 
in a new century.  
Duderstadt realized that the transformation of the University would require 
wisdom, commitment, perseverance, and considerable courage.  It would require 
teamwork.  And it would also require an energy level, a “go-for-it” spirit, and a 
sense of adventure.  But all of these features had characterized the University dur-
ing past eras of change, opportunity, and leadership.
A series of initiatives were designed to provide the University with the capac-
ity to transform itself to better serve a changing world.  Several of these initiatives 
were highly controversial, such as a new form for decentralized budgeting that 
transferred to individual units the responsibility both for generating revenues 
and meeting costs; hence Duderstadt returned to a more visible role.  In a series 
of addresses and publications he challenged the University community, stressing 
the importance of not only adapting to but even relishing the excitement and op-
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portunity of a time of change.
Duderstadt once referred to his experience as president as analogous to that 
of the frontier town sheriff in an old Western movie.  Each morning he felt that he 
had to strap on his guns and walk alone down the dusty main street to face yet 
another gunslinger riding into town to shoot up the University.  While this daily 
confrontation with danger went with the territory, Duderstadt also knew that one 
day he would run into someone quicker on the draw, and his presidency would 
come to an end.
Time and time again he faced up to those who threatened the University, 
whether it be representatives from special interest groups, politicians ranging 
from Congressmen to governors, the media, or even the Regents themselves. 
While his loyalty and love for the University demanded that he march into battle, 
he also knew that each time he did so, he put his job on the line.
It was also clear that, as he challenged the University to change in more pro-
found ways to serve a changing world, he would gradually exhaust his political 
capital.  Indeed, he was fond of quoting a well-known passage from Machiavelli: 
“There is no more delicate matter to take in hand, nor more dangerous to conduct, 
nor more doubtful of success, than to step up as a leader in the introduction of 
change.  For he who innovates will have for his enemies all those who are well 
off under the existing order of things, and only lukewarm support in those who 
might be better off under the new.”
A number of factors eventually persuaded the Duderstadts that it was time 
to step aside as president in 1996.  Certainly a major factor was the increasing 
politicization of the Board of Regents.  By the mid-1990s, the Board had become 
badly fragmented in political be-
liefs.  But more seriously, the senior 
leaders of the Board, its chair and 
vice-chair, were defeated in the 
1994 elections.  The members of 
the newly elected Board were un-
able to agree upon new leadership. 
As a result, Duderstadt and his 
executive officer team were forced 
to deal with a Board that lacked 
structure and leadership.  The dys-
function of the Board, its inability 
to agree on most issues, and its 
increasing instability eventually 
convinced Duderstadt that he–
and, indeed, any successor–would 
be unable to lead the University 
without a dramatic change in the 
character of the Board.  Hence he 
decided to use his public resigna- Have we finished the job?
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tion as a device to protect the University by stabilizing the Regents by refocusing 
them on the search for a new president.
There was another factor in Duderstadt’s decision.  Since he had served as 
both acting president and then “president-in-waiting” for roughly two years prior 
to being inaugurated as president in 1988, he was approaching the ten-year point 
in his leadership of the University.  During this period the University had made 
remarkable progress.  Yet Duderstadt had also become increasingly convinced 
that the University needed to undergo a further series of profound transforma-
tions, and that this period would require sustained leadership for many years.  
A third factor in his decision was the very nature of the activities he saw 
as necessary for the University in the years ahead.  Although Duderstadt had a 
personal vision for the future of the University, he also realized that there were 
many questions involving the evolution of higher education that required fur-
ther attention.  As a scientist, he preferred to look at the decade ahead as a time 
of experimentation, in which leading universities such as Michigan had both an 
unusual opportunity and a responsibility to explore new paradigms of the uni-
versity.  Although he had a very strong interest in leading such efforts, he had also 
become convinced that he simply could not provide such leadership in his role as 
president–particularly when so much of his time and attention was absorbed in 
protecting the University in a rapidly deteriorating political environment.  Rather 
he became convinced that the next stage of leadership could best be accomplished 
from elsewhere in the University, far from the politics of the presidency and the 
glare of the media.
Hence, Duderstadt decided in early fall of 1995 that it was time to step aside 
into other roles.  Because of the instability of the Regents, he made a surprise an-
nouncement of his intention to step down at the end of the academic year, releas-
ing the news simultaneously to the Regents, the University community, and the 
world via the Internet.  By carefully designing both the tone of the announcement 
and its broad release, Duderstadt was able to take the high ground, to set the right 
context for the decision.
An Assessment of the Duderstadt Years
By any measure, the University made remarkable progress during the de-
cade of leadership provided by James Duderstadt as provost and president.  It ap-
proached the 21st Century not only better, stronger, and more diverse than ever, 
but clearly positioned as one of the leading universities in the world.  Perhaps 
it was not surprising that a scientist as president would develop, articulate, and 
achieve a strategic vision for the University that would provide it with great finan-
cial strength, rebuild its campus, and position it as the leading research university 
in the nation.
More surprising was Duderstadt’s deep commitment to diversifying the Uni-
versity through dramatic initiatives such as the Michigan Mandate and the Michi-
gan Agenda for Women.  Further, the broad effort to improve undergraduate edu-
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cation and campus life were far beyond what one might have expected from one 
who had spent his academic career in graduate education and research.
During the Duderstadt years, the University of Michigan completed the as-
cension in academic quality launched many years earlier by Harold Shapiro.  Its 
quality and impact across all academic disciplines and professional programs 
ranked it among the most distinguished public and private universities in the 
world.
However, perhaps the most important contribution of the Duderstadt years 
was the recognition that to serve a rapidly changing world, the University itself 
would have to change dramatically.  As the strategic focus of the Duderstadt 
administration shifted from building a great 20th Century university to trans-
forming Michigan into a 21st Century institution, a series of key initiatives were 
launched that were intended as seeds for a university of the future.  Certainly 
highly visible efforts such as the Michigan Mandate and financial restructuring 
were components of this effort.  However, beyond these were a series of visionary 
experiments such as the Media Union, the School of Information, the Institute of 
Humanities, the Global Change Institute, and the Office of Academic Outreach—
all of which were designed to explore new paradigms for higher education..
It would be for the next Michigan president to nurture these seeds and to 
harvest their bounty.
Michigan’s First Family - 1996
